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RECONCILIATION

The road from violent conflict towards peace is a difficult one to transit. Here, we don't deal with 

friends  sitting  at  a  table.  Peacemaking  is  about  antagonists,  enemies  discussing  under  what 

conditions they can live together in spite of their differences and shared past of hatred, violence and 

mutual humiliation. The process rarely starts at the negotiating table though, but before, when both 

parties realize that, through violence, no side will get what they want, a stalemate (Walter, 2000:9). 

For a perceived good reason the parties resorted to war but realize that there is not going to be a 

winner at the end of the day, and they will have to make peace after all. Sometimes it is a third-party 

that insists or even demands a settlement and can be involved in the process to a degree that the 

parties end up losing ownership over it (Darby and MacGinty, 2003:150). Being it by own initiative 

or influenced to negotiate, peace will be a challenge that has to be taken step by step. 

Firstly, there are the short-term challenges which some authors suggest should be given priority 

given that the peacebuilding process is more vulnerable during the time right after an agreement 

(Darby,  MacGinty,  2003:150).  These  are:  demobilization,  disarmament,  overcoming  spoilers, 

providing civilian security and building up local capacity.  Long-term elements of peacebuilding 

such as healing, accountability and reconciliation, are considered to be issues we know less about 

and have limited capacity to influence. 

Implementation  can  be  regarded  from  three  viewpoints,  namely:  compliance;  the  legalistic 

fulfillment  of  obligations  spelt  out  in  the  peace  agreement,  process;  the  commitment  to  a 

continuious negotiation over differences, and lastly peacebuilding, which corresponds to the forging 

of  meaningful  relationships  between  the  rivals  (Darby,  MacGinty,  2003:170).  According  to 

viewpoint,  peace  will  be  defined  from  a  minimalistic  or  holistic   perspective.  Peacebuilding, 

meaning the establishment of peaceful relationships, requires a more “organic” approach to peace 

(Darby and MacGinty, 2003:171) and will take the longest time. This paper will explore one of the 

most important long-term instruments in the peacebuilding toolkit: reconciliation. 

What Is Reconciliaton?

There  are  different  approaches  to  reconciliation.  Nevertheless,  all  authors  seem  to  agree  on 

following  points:  reconciliation  is  a  relational  concept.  It  addresses  the  relationship  between 

enemies.  They also  agree  that  this  hostile  relationship  must  be  transformed into  one  based on 

respect towards the “other” where the differences can be resolved peacefully. This transformation 

involves, in its turn, a relationship with the past; transforming conflictive past relationships into 

ones that can give room to peaceful coexistence in the future. However, the connotations of the 



concept vary widely and the process of transformation and the specific goal of  it  is subject to  

debate. 

Reconciliation is a concept coined in a Christian tradition and from the biblical understanding that 

God restored the relationship between Him and mankind by the sacrifice made by Jesus and after 

having forgiving. Forgiveness is thus a requirement in the religious view of reconciliation (Bronéus, 

2003:17,  Shaw,  2007:191).  This  has  implications  in  non-christian  environments  where  the 

restoration of relationships does not require forgiveness, as is the case in Buddhist Cambodia, where 

the belief is that a wrongdoing will always be punished even after this life (Bronéus, 2003:22).  The  

term is then culturally bounded, based on beliefs on how the world of social relationships is seen, 

where historical, religious, spiritual and cultural perspectives come into play. 

Within the secular literature one can distinguish two camps: the social and the psychological. The 

first  one  emphasizes  relationships  between  enemies  at  different  levels:  social,  political  and 

economic. The psychological camp focuses on the individual level and the relationship perpetrator – 

victim. 

Lederach sees reconciliation as restored relationships (focus) but also as a space (locus) where the 

former enemies meet and where “the traumas of the past and the hopes for the future must be 

formulated and brought together by discussing the issues of truth, forgiveness, justice and peace” 

(Bronéus, 2003:15).

Van der Merwe distiguishes three spheres for this interaction: the sphere of relationships (identity,  

values, attitudes, and behaviour),  the substantive components (justice, truth, healing, and security) 

and the social levels (national, community and individual) (Bronéus, 2003:16).

Similarly, scholars like Maria Ericsson identify three pillars on which reconciliation must act to 

establish  a  positive  and  sustainable  peace.  These  pillars  conform  a  conflict  triangle:  conflict 

behavior  (again  focus  on  restored  relationships),  conflict  attitudes  (challenging  stereotypes  and 

beliefs about the other), conflict structure (transforming asymmetric relations) (Bronéus; 2003: 16).

Other  scholars  add  factors  like  the  development  of  democratic  norms  in  the  post-war  society 

(IDEA) or the voluntary acknowledgement by the parties of the damage they inflicted upon the 

other (Assefa) (Bronéus, 2003:17).

This camp does not emphasize forgiveness but a minimal mutual acceptance between the parties 

and  there  is  a  preoccupation  that  the  restored  relationships  are  also  about  changing  structural 

asymmetric  relations,  which  are  seen  as  the  root  of  the  conflict  (Bronéus,  2003:15).  Thus, 

reconciliation can be seen both as a conflict solving mechanism; addressing the roots of conflict, 

and conflict management, where peaceful methods for resolving conflicts prevent further violence. 

If reconciliation starts at addressing structural relationships between the groups, it is a mechanism 

that must be handled at the negotiations table which would have implications for the kind of peace 



that is produced in the agreement. Structural relationships can be of economic nature, which would 

suggest not only changes in the political sphere, such as power-sharing, but also changes in the 

distribution  of  resources  in  the  post-agreement  society.  We  know  that  comprenhensive  peace 

agreements are a better condition for a durable peace (Darby and MacGinty, 2003, Walter, 2002), if 

the  parties  insert  provisions  aiming  at  regulating  new  relationships  between  them in  different 

aspects  of  social  life,  poltical  and  economic,  and  implement  them,  the  self-enforcing  peace 

mechanisms  would  have  a  chance  to  consolidate  a  true  reconciliation  between  the  groups  and 

lasting peace.  

The psychological perspective focus on the individual trauma caused by war and the relationship 

victim-perpetrator  (Mandeloff,  2009;  Bronéus,  2008).  But  some  scholars  look  at  the  group 

psychology mechanisms during war (Bar-Tal, 2000). 

The widespread theory about reconciliation has evolved around the use of psychological terms such 

as trauma and healing. To this discourse The Truth Reconciliation Commission of South Africa 

(TRC) has heavily contributed by stating as one of its objectives the healing of society (Bronéus, 

2003:27). It is believed that by talking about past abuses in front of a Truth Commission, victims 

will put a closure to the past and society will learn the truth of the conflict. This is assumed to 

enhance reconciliation among members of society (Hayner, 2011). Here, one cliché comes to mind: 

those who do not know history's mistakes are doomed to repeat them1. The horrors of the past must 

come to light as confronting “the beast in the eye” (Bronéus, 2003:36). The problem with these 

assumptions on healing and trauma is that there is not sufficient empirical evidence to sustain those 

claims (Bronéus, 2008; Mandeloff, 2009, Hayner, 2011). In fact, the empirical studies that have 

begun to study the psychological effect of testifying in front of the Truth Commissions or other 

forms of truth mechanisms, are indicating that it can even be harmful for the individual victim to 

engage  in  this  exercise  (Bronéus,  2008,  Mandeloff  2009:595).  Defining  reconconciliation  as  a 

healing process can  be troublesome, since we know too little about how to in fact heal the wounds 

in war-torn societies. 

Bar-Tal has seen the process from the group psychological perspective looking at the formation of a  

conflictive  ethos that  enables  groups  of  enemies  to  dehumanize  the  other  group  to  be  able  to 

confront them in the battle field (Bar-Tal, 2000). The psychological mechansims that are unleashed 

in war create  societal beliefs about the own group and the “other”, which will form the core of 

motivation to harm the enemy (Bar-Tal, 2000:353).  These beliefs are: the justness of one's own 

goals (security, national survival, personal safety) positive self-image (one's own victimization) and 

delegitimizing the opponent (patriotism, unity against an external threat) (Bar-Tal, 2000:354). These 

1 A phrase of philosofist George Santan, used widely in connection to historic memory initiatives.



beliefs are part of the conflictive ethos and are the principal obstacles for reconciliation, which he 

defines  as  the  proces  “through  which  the  parties  in  conflict  form  new  relations  of  peaceful 

coexistence based on mutural trust and acceptance, cooperation and consideration of each other's 

needs” (Bar-Tal, 2003:355). 

Finally,  Karen  Bronéus  defines  reconciliation  as  a  “societal  process  that  involves  mutual 

acknowledgement of past suffering and the changing of destructive attitudes and behaviour into 

constructive relationships toward sustainable peace”.

Having looked at the different approaches to reconciliation, this paper now turns to analyze the 

tensions comprised within the theories which have implications for how this mechanism can be 

used in the peace process. 

Reconciliation For Whom?

Two principal tensions are distinguished: individual requirements for well-being and justice versus 

societal reconciliation and peace. These tensions are intertwined at the individual and national level. 

The effort here is to try to establish for whom this mechanism works in the different approaches to 

reconciliation. 

A society that has just started to transit the road toward peace must ask itself relevant questions in 

relation to the past: how is it going to handle the wrongdoing of the conflictive past? What kind of 

consequences  will  it  have  for  the  perpetrators  to  have  used  violence  breaking  international 

humanitarian law? Should it be tribunals to punish perpetrators or should amnesty be granted for the 

sake of restoring the peace? How is it going to take care of the victims of war and prevent that the 

mechanism of vengeance spoil the peace of the future? Or how is it going to attend the needs of a 

traumatized and impoverished population?

The way the peace agreement addresses these issues is on the one hand determined by who are 

sitting at the table and on the other hand it will have effects for the future relationships between the 

former enemies and thus on a durable peace. 

The tension between the individual requirements for well-being and the national reconciliation is 

difficult to solve. On the one hand, several studies have shown that in post-conflict societies the 

victims demand justice and accountability and that one of the mechanisms demanded is truth-telling 

(Mandeloff,  2009:594,  Hayner  2011).  Truth-telling  is  considered,  among  advocates  of  the 

traditional view of reconciliation, to provide a sense of justice to the victims that will diminish their  

need to retaliate for the past harm inflicted upon them (Mandeloff 2009, Bronéus 2003, Bronéus, 

2008). The desire of retaliation and vengeance in the post-conflict is one of the considered threats to 

peace. Therefore, justice must be imparted. 

On the other hand, there is the issue of peace.  A peace settlement is an elite pact (Darby and 



MacGinty, 2003:162, 211), established between the leaders of the warring parties, principally. As 

such, their demands will prevail in the accord. Warring actors will not be willing to settle if the 

meaning  of  peace  is  counterproductive  for  their  interests.   This  can  lead  to  a  lack  of  justice 

components in the agreement and ultimately to impunity (Darby and MacGinty, 2003:330). The 

advocates of a “peace first” approach argue that, for the sake of peace, society must be willing to 

make  concesions,  such  as  amnesties.  This  is  an  “inevitable  dilemma”  (Darby  and  MacGinty, 

2003:212, Bronéus 2003:30) for every society in transition. 

And  then  there  is  the  international  community  demanding  that  certain  crimes,  covered  by the 

International Humanitarian Law, will not be let passed unpunished. These crimes are for example 

genocide, considered a crime against humanity. 

From this tension, the field of “transitional justice” has grown, aiming to find a balance between the 

requirements of peace for a nation and the need of justice for individual victims. Traditionally, in 

non-conflict situations, criminal justice is applied when a crime is committed. The state guarantees 

to establish justice by punishing the perpetrator and ruling a compensation to the victim. In internal 

armed conflicts the justice system is damaged, since the state is one of the parties in the conflict. 

This creates an environment of mistrust against the institutions and loss of legitimacy (Bronéus, 

2003:28). In the post-conflict society the rule of law must be restored towards a society based on 

democratic legitimate institutions. But to impart justice in the post-conflict situation, besides the 

problems of having an agreement negotiated by the warring parties, is difficult also because it is a  

process  that  takes  time.  As  Hayner  states:  “The  number  of  accused  perpetrators  can  be 

overwhelming and investigations time-consuming, leaving many perpetrators untouched” (Hayner, 

2011:9) which would further deteriorate the trust in the institutions and the peace process. There has 

also been stressed that a pursuit  for punishment will create new divisions and cause more pain 

(Hayner, 2011:4). Yet, the victims are demanding justice as a first measure, and second to know the 

truth (Hayner 2011, Bronéus, 2003, Mandeloff, 2009:609). 

Transitional justice is about  restorative justice. It has a holistic approach to crime and looks not 

only at the relationship perpetrator-victim but also their relationship to society. The crimes from war 

are not seen in the same light as in the criminal justice but consideration is taken that many parties 

engaged in violence and that it is sometimes difficult to distinguish a victim from a perpetrator, for 

instance in relation to child soldiers (Hayner, 2011:10). War has its special logic that must be taken 

into account when ruling justice and it also has its own laws, regulated in international treaties. The 

focus is not punishment but to “heal and reconcile conflictive relationships in order to end the 

viocious circle of crime, revenge and recurring crime” (Bronéus, 2003: 29).

To achieve these expectations transitional justice is a creative field. Balancing between the quest of 

accountability and the need of putting an end to violence, it rests on the following elements: non-



judicial truth seeking, reparations and international, hybrid and national courts and vetting and  

reform of the armed forces (Darby and MacGinty, 2003:329).

The  non-judicial  truth  seeking  is  an  element  designed  to  provide  an  alternative  form  of 

accountability. The most popular exercise are the truth commissions, established in order to come to 

terms with the past. In their characteristics, truth commissions ressemble very much an academic 

project;  investigating  and  analyzing  the  violent  past  of  a  nation.  In  their  search  for  truth,  the 

commissions often allocate responsabilities that will not have judicial consequences. Their  raison 

d'être is the belief that knowing the truth is a requirement for national reconciliation and durable 

peace.  Forgetting  is  seen  as  dangerous,  since  the  wounds  of  the  past  will  not  disappear  by 

themselves but can instead leave grievances unaddressed and damage future relations between the 

groups and between the population and the state (Bronéus, 2003:12).  By asking victims about their  

experiences of violence they aim at producing a common narrative of the conflict, that will not be 

biased but based on facts. Commissions are said to have positive effects both on the collective and 

the  individual  level.  On  the  collective  level,  they  are  good  for  the  political  sphere  through 

enhancing increased  awareness  of  human rights  protection,  the  rule  of  law and the  democratic 

values. On the individual level they are said to be good for the psychological and emotional health 

of the victims through creating a sense of justice for them and a fear of punishment and shame in 

perpetrators, which will lay the ground for peaceful relations in the future (Mandeloff, 2009:593).

The role of the truth commissions is controversial for the way it has been presented by transnational 

justice advocates. At the same time that it digs into the past and approaches the victims to collect 

their stories with the promise of healing and emotional reparation (Shaw, 2007; Bronéus, 2008), the 

commissions do not have judicial effects nor do they seem to take care of the documented negative 

psychological  effects  they  can  have  on  the  victims  who  testify  or  their  elevated  expectations 

(Bronéus, 2008; Mandeloff, 2009; Shaw, 2007). In fact, there is risk for retraumatization for the 

victims when they are exposed to the memories, the perpetrators, and the feelings from the past 

without  professional  care  of  the  situation  (Bronéus,  2008:62,66).    There  is  also the  issues  of  

security for the victims, which are supposed to give testimony in an ambiance of “no war, no peace” 

(Shaw, 2007;  Bronéus,  2008) when the  perpetrators  are  free  (Bronéus,  2008).  Their  temporary 

nature  can  accentuate  the  negative  consequences  that  victims  face  since  who  is  left  to  take 

responsibility for them? At the end, commissions make recommendations that should be payed 

attention to, in order to make the sacrifice of the victims that testified, worth the pain. 

The above can sound too negative. Nevertheless, the truth commissions do have positive effect in 

the realm of the individual/collective. During war, the mechanisms of violence require silencing of 

the truth. In societies that have been affected by state terror, as in the case of Argentina and Chile,  



the  worst  atrocities  of  war  were  effectively  carried  out  in  places  out  of  the  reach  of  popular 

knowledge. It is not by coincidence that the first truth commission had another name: CONADEP, 

National  Commission  on the  Disappeared  (Hayner,  2011:10).  The state  consistently  denied  the 

disappeared and installed a politics of terror aiming at presenting the relatives of the disappeared as 

mad people with no sense of reality2. The survivors' search for the truth continued even after the 

establishment of democracy and the whole society could get to know that their accounts were not 

inventions of mad people but that it had actually happened. Truth commissions have, in this sense, 

the powerful role of validating the victims' accounts and re-establish their dignity and self-esteem 

(Bronéus, 2003: 27) which is in itself an important reparation and, with the correct treatment, a way 

of  positively  addressing  the  individual  trauma.  The  aim of  truth  commissions  is  certainly  not 

therapy, but in bringing the truth to the light, it can in certain cases, help the victims with changing 

the ways they are viewed by the broader population, it can help by making the victims' stories be 

believed.   And  on  the  societal  level,  truth  commissions'  reports  make  it  impossible  for 

governements to lie about the past. Indeed, the truth commission in Argentina has contributed to the 

initiation of prosecution of the responsible for disappearances and also the question of recovering 

the children of the disappeared who were born in  captivity and given to  other  families  by the 

captors3. 

When judging the  truth  commissions,  both  aspects  must  be  put  in  the  balance.  It  seems truth 

commissions should be presented with less expectations and with a focus on revealing the wrongs 

of the powerful for the specific purpose of creating an environment of accountability where the 

victims can feel protected and the perpetrators cannot lie. Perhaps, the method of collecting stories 

from the victims should be broadened collecting stories from the perpetrators, and here it is meant 

the middle and low-range perpetrators that executed orders and can be more prone to talk about the 

abuses  in  exchange  for  benefits  in  DDR programmes  or  lower  penalties.  Another  measure  to 

consider  for  the truth commissions  is  the issue of security for  the victims,  since the perceived 

unsafety for victims and guarantees for perpetrators is likely not to contribute to a reconciliation. 

Truth commissions, although very important mechasnims for truth-seeking that victims demand, 

should  also  be  complemented  with  special  reparation  programmes,  for  the  sake  of  a  real 

establishment of peaceful relations. 

Reparations:   These are compensations for past abuses. They can be financial or symbolic.  In 

recent years, there has been a rising demand for recognizing economic rights and how economic 

injustice can be the root to conflicts. Some scholars argue that “reconciliation must go hand in hand 

with economic justice” (Bronéus, 2003:24). In countries like Colombia, where a peace negotiations 

2 Visit to Argentina in 2013, its Museum of the Memory, and conversations with the Mothers of the Plaza de Mayo. 
3 Museum of the Memory in Buenos Aires, visit in 2013.



process is undergoing, one of the issues at the table is the land distribution or unequal concentration 

of the land. Claims for reparation to victims that have been displaced with the objective of illegal 

land seizing, are raised so that they can get back their land plots. If economic issues will be a part of 

the reconciliation process, this rises interesting questions. For instance, if reconciliation is defined 

as  the  restoration  of  relationships  between  former  enemies,  it  implies  an  effort  to  establish 

relationships as they were before the conflict. But if economic inequality is the cause of the conflict, 

it is not desirable to go back to a situation that was perceived as unjust and that is the root of the 

conflict. As Karen Bronéus writes: “perhaps there was no peace earlier that one can re-establish” 

(Bronéus,  2003:13).  In  this  case,  the  economic  aspect  of  reconciliation  will  demand  the 

transformation of a situation ex ante. This would be seen regarded more as the regular bargaining 

between enemies, but it has also to do with reconciliation, the transformation of conlictive relations 

to peaceful ones. In this sense, reconciliation works as a conflict solving mechanism. 

It  is  also increasingly believed that  economic  development  is  essential  for  peace,  and thus  for 

reconciliation  (Bronéus,  2003:24).  Victims  and  countries  are  often  impoverished  after  war  has 

raged. Reconstruction of the country requires financial aid that the international community often 

provides to post-conflict countries. At the national level there can be development after war, but the 

above  discussion  leads  to  think  that  governments  of  post-conflict  countries  should  beware  of 

unequal economic development that can be harmful for  a successful reconciliation and lay ground 

for further conflict. In Sierra Leone, the victims in the study of Rosalind Shaw attended the truth 

commission's call with the explicit expectation of getting economic help to be able to rebuild their  

lives (Shaw, 2007). How can reconciliation even work if victims do not have the means to rebuild a 

normal life or cover the essential needs? Indeed, the rapporteur of that truth commission wrote that 

“there is the risk that if the TRC process does not result in at least limited concrete benefits to the 

cooperating communities, reconciliation and healing might not be long lasting” (Bjorn Petterson, 

cited in Shaw, 2007:201). 

A reparation programme is then one of the central elements for reconciliation. The victims should 

feel that they too are getting benefits from the peace process. 

Other forms of reparations are symbolic and have a valuable meaning as well. Official apologies to 

the  victims  function  as  a  symbolic  way  of  recognizing  the  “other”  and  can  be  effective  in 

transforming the  conflictive ethos into a  peace ethos, where acceptance and consideration of the 

other  is  at  heart  of  the  new relations  (Bar-Tal,  2000).  Other  forms  of  symbolic  reparation  are 

memorial, national days for the victims and other official forms of ritualistic encounters between 

adversaries.  In  fact,  in  a  study  that  systematically  looked  at  the  presence  or  absence  of 

reconciliation events where former rivals met, it is shown that in the 64% of the cases where these 

events took place the country did not return to war. In countries where these events did not took 



place publically, only 9% did not return to war (Bronéus, 2003:25). Political leaders are important  

for reconciliation and the trickle-down effect of reconciliation should not be undersestimated. 

International, hybrid and national courts: Even though there is a tension between peace and justice, 

these two aspects can meet. International Law demands prosecution for crimes against humanity 

genocide, war crimes and gross violations of human rights (Darby and MacGinty, 2003:330). Bell 

discusses that the quest of justice and human rights can effectively be pursued in the different 

phases of the peace process but every stage has to be carefully analyzed since the peace process is at 

the end a political process of bargaining. Human rights and accountability can be raised, but “the 

question is when and how” (Darby and MacGinty, 2003:225). Hayner adheres to this theory and 

adds that amnesties per se are not elements that will damage a peace process. In fact, getting a  

negotiated settlement is the first stage towards peace and amnesties can help getting them. It does 

not mean, nonetheless that justice cannot be searched in a later stage and then be a positive force for 

reconciliation. Prosecution and arrest of leaders that have been have been responsible and played a 

critical role in the atrocities of war, can help the quest for peace as it was the case in Sierra Leone, 

where  amnesties  were  granted  at  the  negotiations  table,  but  later  the  arrest  of  Fody  Sankoh 

enhanced the trust in the process (Darby and MacGinty, 2003:330). 

Vetting  and  reform  of  the  armed  forces:  The  transitional  justice  field  is  a  creative  one. 

Accountability can be achieved in different forms. It can entail  vetting military staff accused of 

being involved in human rights abuses from working in the armed forces of the post-agreement 

government.  Provisions like these have been included in peace agreements,  as was the case in 

Liberia. The renewal of the institutions, including the armed forces, is crucial for the establishment 

of new peaceful realtionships in the post-agreement society. In Easter countries, there has been a 

similar process called  lustration which means removing persons from public employment because 

of  their  collaboration  with  the  violent  regime  (Hayner,  2011:9).   These  are  confident  building 

measures that signal a new phase and new relations between the population and the state. 

Inclusive negotiations

There  has  been  addressed  in  different  places  of  this  paper,  that  provisions  for  an  effective 

reconciliation can be brought forward at different stages of the peace process. Reconciliation as 

such is often viewed as a long-term mechanism for peace building that will take place in the post-

agreement  phase.  Nevertheless,  as  it  is  pointed  out  above,  measures  for  reconciliation  can  be 

addressed at  the negotiations table and reconciliation can effectively work as a conflict  solving 

mechanism addressing the causes of war.  Their inclusion will  depend on: 1) what definition of 



reconciliation the parties have/envision. 2) who are sitting at the table. 

Scholars like Cunningham convincingly argue for the inclusion of all veto players at the table and 

the  exclusion  of  “everyone  else”  (Cunningham,  2013:39).  This  would  secure  agreements  with 

greatest likelihood of resolution and avoid spoilers, thus guaranteeing a stable peace. This conflict 

resolution strategy can be effective in some cases, but not in all. Peacemakers should be aware that 

templates of any of the conflict resolution mechanisms should not be used, but each of them should 

be adapted to the local conditions. The spoilers that Cunningham does not see in the present can be 

hidden in the future and be created by the conditions of an agreement made by an exclusionary elite. 

At the negotiations table, issues of vital importance for the whole society are at stake. Only those 

sitting at the table will be able to channel their demands which leave large groups of the populations 

without a voice. Under the recognition that “peace settlements are in essence elite pacts” (Darby 

and MacGinty, 2003:162), mediators and the international community should secure a consultative 

and advisory role to the civil society organizations.  At the end, they are the ones that are going to 

be active forging reconciliation and laying the fundation for durable peache (Bronéus, 2003; Darby 

and MacGinty, 2003, 300-312 – 328-338).
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