OVERCOMING VIOLENCE

by Katarina Kruhonja, Center for Peace, Nonviolence and Human Rights, Osijek
One history, several narratives: Responding to past contemporary violence 
I started to seriously think about violence only when I faced the war in my own town and when I had to make my own decision how to react to the threatening violence. In that sense, exposure to war actually turned out to be a gain – the war was a strong reason to re-assess my own attitude towards violence within the framework of my personal system of values (Christian). I had to decide, without hesitation, how to respond to violence, and my decision was, literally, a matter of life and death. The most valuable lesson I had learned was that there is always a possibility of choice but that possibility of choice is, in most cases, clouded by our previous experiences, by pressure exerted by the circumstances (violence) and by our own environment and culture.

I will speak about the need to deal with the violent past and the need to search for the alternative response to contemporary violence as two interconnected points of reference that determine our present and our future. After 11 September and after the execution of Bin Laden, the question how to break an endless cycle of violence causes fear and a feeling of helplessness. At the same time, it requires new answers.

The question that needs an answer is how an individual, a society and institutions can create opportunities to break the cycle of violence: how to alleviate the consequences of suffered or committed violence; and how to empower the community for non-violent actions with the objective of diminishing injustices and resolving conflicts - advancing towards a just society that nurtures peace through non-violent methods.
I. Why deal with the past?
Many people are wondering, perhaps you are as well, at first glance logically and with good reason, what is the purpose of dealing with the past in the first place? Isn’t it better for the individuals, nations and societies, instead of painful, useless, even harmful dealing with the past violence and crimes, to leave the past behind them and turn completely towards (better) future?

However, I for one share the opinion of those who believe that it is not possible to leave the past behind just like that. For millions of people living in many different countries and on different continents, including my homeland of Croatia, past is not past at all: the basic point of reference of their present and, for some, even their future, is traumatism caused by violence suffered directly or indirectly in war and other conflicts. 

Only after I had the unfortunate opportunity to live through the war in Croatia and witness different manifestations of post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), I began to understand my own determination by war traumas transferred from previous generations. My grandfather, my mother’s father, was a soldier at the Salonika front (the 1st World War). When he went to the war, he was a young, capable person, good husband and father of four children. He returned as an alcoholic and a family abuser. My mother, her brothers and her sister eventually fled from their home as teenagers. Still, they attempted to remain in contact with him (thus, for example, I met and visited my grandfather while my grandmother was still alive). But, eventually, my grandfather died alone. For years I was dealing, in different manners, with anxiety, shame and anger because my mother did not even attend her father’s funeral! And how did she suffer? And how did my grandfather suffer? Could it have been different?

Although sustained violations may thoroughly devastate persons and communities, the following extremely rare question is rarely asked in post-war societies: to which extent people, who were hurt by violence and crimes, can properly function in their families and at their work posts, i.e. to which extent can they actively and trustfully contribute to general welfare and participate in political and social life? 

In the area of the former Yugoslavia, people living today and their direct ancestors suffered through eight wars
 during the period of less than a hundred years. After each bloodshed all sorts of wounds from the previous war were misused in preparation of the next. 

Thus “the demons of the past” (suffering and crimes committed in the 2nd World War and immediately after the war) became fuel for the escalation of a violent conflict in ex-Yugoslavia during the 90’s. Namely, our society is still facing vivid (non-processed) memories of suffering in almost every family on different sides during the 2nd World War. I realize that this was an incredibly powerful instrument to mobilize fear and for homogenization between “us” and “them”. Likewise, at the very beginning of this war I personally witnessed revenge by members of a family against another family whose father (who was deceased at the time) had executed their grandfather without a court procedure.
More than 130,000 people were killed in the last war on the territory of the former Yugoslavia, more than 16,000 missing persons are still being sought, approximately one million people fled before war atrocities and there is a significantly larger number of those who still feel different consequences of the war. Almost 2,000 Croatian defenders committed suicide. How many people are there among the survivors and their families who cannot, no matter how hard they try, completely turn their heads away from the consequences of the war and live a “normal life”? How many of them have significantly reduced possibilities for personal, cultural and social development due to suffered violence and crimes? To which extent suffered traumas influence the attitudes of our politicians?

Apart from that, I am often asked what I think about the situation in the region (particularly in B-H) and whether we could have a renewed outburst of armed conflict there. I reply that I don’t think so, because we are all tired and fed up with everything. But, at the same time, I cannot even imagine that a new threat, or fear of a new threat, would not mobilize people in this or the next generation to once again reach for the weapons!

Miroslav Volf, Professor of Theology at the Yale University Divinity School, in his article entitled Memory, Salvation, and Perdition discussed issues that I consider to be the most important challenges facing the theory and practice of memory in our conflict-ridden world: "If memory on the violent experience is important, even saving (warning about danger; forming our identity) and at the same time dangerous (because they support PTSD or could lead to a new cycle of violence), then it is essential to explore ways of disambiguating memory. What does it take to remember well, to remember in redeeming rather than destructive ways? How can we help memory become a bridge between enemies instead of a deep and dark ravine that separates them? How can former enemies remember together so as to be able to reconcile, and how can they reconcile so as to be able to remember together?
  

I think it is important to add the following two questions:

- How much are the institutions (particularly state institutions) and influential social actors (for instance schools and churches) willing and able to contribute to such a redeeming reconstruction of difficult memories among victims, their family members and the community in general? Could the key approach in relation to past war violence and crimes be a transparent and specific dealing with the past as an efficient support to those who were directly hit and their communities without manipulations which are only beneficial for political elites?

- What can I do in this regard?

I do believe that every person has the capacity for compassion, wisdom, love and courage which is essential for dealing with the past at the personal level/within family and in our community in redeeming ways. It is important to create opportunities and an environment that will strengthen and release these capacities. Likewise, I think that we are living in an age in which citizens have a possibility to influence institutions that are supposed to serve the general welfare (governments, churches, schools) and, subsequently, they have a responsibility to insist with their countries (and inter-state alliances) on the creation and implementation of policies of dealing with the past at the individual, group and political level, policies that will be focused on solidarity towards victims of violence.

The authors of a publication entitled Suočavanje s prošlošću u Hrvatskoj (Dealing with the Past in Croatia)
, 2010, note that we are gradually departing from the centuries-long present view of superiority towards gradual affirmation of the view of human rights centred around the dignity of an individual. For the relation (political and even public) towards violence related to wars and war crimes was dominantly affected and, in some countries, still is affected by the traditional understanding of history. According to the traditional understanding, the only important actors in history (were) the strongest ones, the (alleged) protectors of national and other collective interests — political leaders, members of the ruling social group, soldiers, heroes. “Ordinary” people, particularly victims of violence and crimes, are not taken into account when interpreting past social events. According to the new understanding, it is precisely those “ordinary people”, as individuals, who are key actors in history. That change created foundations for the historians to start paying more attention at a later stage (after the Second World War in which many civilians had been killed) to civilian victims of wars and other people whose basic human rights (were) jeopardized and the people who (were) exposed to violence and crimes. As well as to the development of international conventions and legislation which protect human rights and introduce sanctions for violations of rules of war and crimes against civilians and humanity.

It is not difficult to conclude that the effect of war experience on my grandfather was the determining point for his future life and the life of his family. However, it is not that easy to assess to which extent that had a negative influence on the quality of life of the general community, building the sustainable peace and prevention of future conflicts. But, I think that it is important to raise awareness of the fact that a traumatic experience related to suffered or committed violence cannot be healed with oblivion (actually, there is no oblivion) but through shaping of our memories pertaining to that incident. For the manner in which we shaped our memories pertaining to the trauma that was caused by the violence that we suffered or committed becomes an integral part of our identity (regardless whether we are dealing with an individual or a group experience)
. “Apart from the official (or public or general or big) history, there is also the unofficial (or hidden or secret or small) history as a supplement to the first one and its criticism. The official history emphasises the role of the state, the army and diplomacy, while at the same time neglects what is personal, unique and inimitable. Apart from the “official history of mankind”, there is also the “private history of a person”, which in most cases remains unnoticed and unknown. It is beyond doubt that history (as events) was also created by small people, humiliated and insulted, but they did not write down their unrest and present it in a form which would today serve as a subject of historical analysis. For history is not only what really happened to states, nations and their institutions, but also how these events occurred and reflected themselves in the souls and spirit of individuals: from the external history it becomes internal and the event transforms itself into an experience, history into biography.”
 

The term “dealing with the past”

The term dealing with the past 
 pertains to the processes of understanding violent past, meaning violence committed against all victims regardless of their ethnic, political and other affiliation. Therefore, this also includes efforts to confront society with its responsibility for atrocities committed by own community members.

Dealing with the past takes place within a society at different levels: personal dealing with the past, i.e. activation of memories and questioning of one’s own responsibility for violence; dealing with the past at the community level (among friends and acquaintances, fellow villagers and citizens, neighbours …); at the institutional level (the role of international organizations, state and local authorities, political parties, religious communities …); at the society level in general, i.e. the public as a group of citizens who pay attention to war-related and other events of the past.

The area for questioning one’s own (individual and collective) responsibility for committed crimes was set up by philosopher Karl Jaspers with his series of lectures pertaining to criminal, political, moral and metaphysical guilt which took place immediately after the end of the Second World War in Germany. Jaspers emphasised: “Metaphysical guilt is a lack of absolute solidarity with a person as a human being. That solidarity is disrupted by my presence at the site of injustice and crimes. It is insufficient that I carefully put my life at stake in order to prevent the crimes, because if the crimes took place and I was there and survived them while other people were killed, I hear a voice inside me telling me that the fact that I was still alive is my fault. When synagogues were burning and the first deportations of Jews began in November 1938, crimes were committed that were undoubtedly backed by primarily moral and political guilt. In both senses guilt lies on those who had the power. Generals were standing by the side… Among the citizens, there were those who truly opposed, who were deeply against it and who could anticipate the adversities that were about to come. But, there were an even larger number of people who simply continued with their everyday activities, social life and leisure as if nothing happened. This is moral guilt. On the other hand, those who were totally powerless to prevent any of this made a step forward towards their transformation by becoming aware of their guilt.” (Jaspers, 1999: p. 57-58)

Contemporary dealing with the past starts from the right of families of victims and other citizens to justice, truth, reparation and guarantee of non-repeating the crimes
,
.
In practice, this pertains to the implementation of a series of measures by which a society, having been exposed to severe violence (armed conflicts, dictatorial regimes), moves towards a society in which justice was at least partially achieved in relation to suffering and the system is set up in such a manner that it guarantees that violence will not be repeated. These measures are instruments of the so-called transitional justice and they include:

· establishing the fate of missing and detained people;

· determining human losses and facts about war crimes;

· establishing retributive justice (war crime trials);

· establishing restorative justice (exercising the right to return of refugees, compensations to victims of war crimes, truth telling mechanisms
, apologies, erecting  monuments);

· providing professional assistance to victims suffering from physical and post-trauma difficulties and creating opportunities for their re-socialization.

All the aforementioned activities should contribute to restorative justice – meaning that victims receive justice along with creating opportunities for restoration of relations within a community (to also create opportunities for crime perpetrators to be integrated in the community if they accept their part of responsibility and show acknowledgment of victims’ suffering).

Recent Croatian experience

In Croatia (and the region of ex-Yugoslavia) the processes of dealing with the past are being implemented to a certain extent. There are three key stakeholders in the implementation of that process – the state, civil society and the international community.

The Republic of Croatia implemented the following measures: it adopted and implemented the Pardon Act (which pertains to rebel Serb population in the RC) whereby it rendered possible the integration of the Serb population in the RC; war crimes trials (cooperation with the ICTY, trials before national courts and regional cooperation with judicial authorities of Serbia, Montenegro and BiH); searching for missing persons; reparation to victims; rendering possible return of refugees. 

International community assists in the following ways: by the establishment and work of the ICTY; by insisting that the state guarantees return of all refugees; by insisting on the establishment of a law-based state, i.e. independent and impartial judiciary. ICTY trials represent a civilization step forward towards prosecution of perpetrators regardless of their ethnic affiliation, i.e. regardless of whether they committed the crimes during an aggressive, liberation or defensive war or armed conflict. In this way, the ICTY contributes to justice for victims and the establishment of social standards taking into account all victims and condemning all crimes and criminals.
The key role of civil society, in my opinion, is that even during the armed conflict it warned about human rights violations and war crimes; it insisted on prosecution of all war crimes (including those committed by members of Croatian formations) and cooperation with the ICTY; it supported return of all displaced persons; it participated in search for the missing persons; it conducts programmes dealing with trauma and restoration of trust in multi-ethnic communities. Apart from that, civil society organizations from the region established a regional Coalition which advocates the need for the countries established after the disintegration of the former Yugoslavia to set up an independent inter-state (regional) commission that will establish facts about the victims of war crimes and other serious human rights violations
. 

Religious communities in the region are engaged within the framework of their missions - pastoral work with victims and, possibly, perpetrators as well as ecumenical and inter-religious dialogue.

From the previous processes it could be acknowledged that seeking for truth and justice is an incredibly demanding process and learned that the most powerful source for motivation on this path is solidarity with all victims. For example, we have situations in which the same generals are heroes to some and criminals to others because the public and politicians strongly react by denying the crimes and non-accepting ICTY judgments against members of their own formations. However, even in such situations, respecting all victims represents a common ground around which all social groups and political elites can reach a consensus across the boundaries of war and post-war divisions. However, the process of establishing a social consensus concerning justice for all victims and condemnation of all crimes is not completed yet. But this consensus is extremely important because it creates an environment in which a victim will be relieved of the burden of shame, fear and even guilt, where the victim will have a better chance to work on his/her trauma and loss, to testify more easily about his/her suffering. This is a path heading toward victim re-socialization and their involvement in reconciliation and peace building. The same applies to perpetrators — they also need an environment in which assuming one’s own responsibility towards the victim and society presents a basis for their re-socialization.
Three complimentary approaches to restorative justice could be highlighted: (1) impartial war crimes trials; (2) fact-finding about all the victims, the missing persons, and the circumstances of their calamities; (3) expressions of solidarity (reparation) and prayer, commemoration and monuments for all victims in places where they were detained, tortured or killed. 

Each achievement in the aforementioned approaches creates an opportunity for individual and group processes of releasing traumas, accepting responsibility for the violence committed and reconciliation. Prominent is the connection and interdependence between individual and social processes of dealing with the negative inheritance of the violent past. Therefore, it would be necessary to establish a social consensus on the processes and instruments for establishing justice after the war/violent conflicts—as one segment of a desirable future
. 

The key objection lies in the fact that the Croatian government (as well governments in the region) does not show political will and wisdom necessary to lead these difficult processes by displaying a clear and transparent long-term objective and a comprehensive approach and well-defined steps. On the contrary, state activities are mostly performed under pressure by the international community and civil society with obvious avoidance of those actions that could prove to be unpopular with voters. That primarily pertains to prosecution of war crimes committed by members of one’s own formations and return of refugees belonging to other ethnic group(s). Moreover, existing networks of organized crime and political corruption in Croatia (and in the region), and a completely torn up economy present an unfavourable context for any processes that deal with the past.

Measure of progress – key shortcoming: school system has been bypassed

It is hard for me to assess whether we can be satisfied with the achievements reached so far regarding dealing with the past in relation to the wars from 90’s. When we take into account the severity of the conflict and the fact that it occurred in post-totalitarian societies, we could be satisfied with each effort invested and every step forward made. However, in my opinion, the measure for the turning point should be the school system. So far, all political elites have been closely watching that processes of dealing with the past should bypass the school system.

History is multilayered, but is also going side by side with more narratives in which we quote ourselves and others about what actually happened to us. In my lifetime as a student, as well as a resource person on narrative on the recent war in Croatia, I barely experienced space and encouragement from teachers (teaching programmes) and policy makers in the field of education for systemic and academically based investigation of recent historical events; there was and there is no place for dialogue on different interpretations; there was no place for listening and for dialogue on different narratives; there wasn’t and there isn’t a place for lessons learned from mistakes and failures and positive turning points towards non-violent positive social changes…

After the war, the independent Republic of Croatia took over the “Textbook Standards” from the European Union containing a number of conditions formulated as “ethic requirements” that needed to be met by textbooks in order to achieve certain universal values (which includes raising students in the spirit of peace, tolerance and democracy and teaching them to respect racial, ethnic, cultural, religious differences...). But, that is hardly integrated as practical approach for dealing with (teaching) recent history (in Croatia that includes a recent war but also the 2nd World War). Dominating concept in the practice is that the purpose and goal of history education is shaping a student’s national identity which includes glorification of “dignity of the Homeland War” but does not include dealing with negative heritage of violence. In some textbooks the Ustashi regime (fascist movement in Croatia during World War II) is portrayed in a very non-critical, even positive manner.

Furthermore, Croatia rendered it possible after the war in the 90’s for members of Serb minority to receive education (in primary schools) according to a particularly tailored programme (a moratorium was also approved regarding a part of history subjects which talks about the Homeland War). However, there is no institutional room in the curriculum for meetings and inter-cultural exchange between pupils, thus what we have in practice is segregation of pupils of Serb national minority. In some war-affected communities even children in kindergartens are separated along ethnic affiliation.
II. Response to contemporary violence – how to find other ways? 

In the second part of this presentation I would like to show that in order to break the cycle of violence, apart from activation of traumas caused by suffered or committed violence, an equally important question is also how to respond to contemporary violence – how to find other ways. 

I have been dealing with this issue since the war, meaning for approximately 20 years already. 

I did not realise that the war in Croatia took place until the bombs started falling down on my town. But, very soon I became aware how the logic of total war has taken a lead – how, even in my own mind, there was less and less space for recognition of any other possible way for survival except: either us or them. I became furious on our teachers and parents because they taught us that a war was a normal thing. 

At the same time, fortunately, I became aware that my own passivity as a citizen during the previous period was my part of responsibility for the war – for such a violent way of dealing with problems and injustice. Also, facing how violence grew around me and inside of me, made me think what love your enemy means in our concrete situation of violent conflict. 

That insight into my own part of responsibility and searching for the answer to the question what love your enemy means in our concrete situation of violent conflict helped me to depart from the logic which suggests that violence is the only possible answer to violence
. I got rid of the logic of violence (truly, it felt as if I was captured) only when I made a choice (although it seemed that there was no other choice apart from either us or them): I chose the other path because I believed there was such a path (for me it is a Christian, Christ’s path). 

Soon afterwards I met my future big friend Kruno Sukić. He is an atheist. Together we wrestled with the question: what are the alternatives and what we, ordinary citizens without power to stop the war, could do for peace
.

At that time I did not personally receive severe traumas (getting wounded or a close family member being killed), but I was in a town that was attacked from three sides and in my community there were already thousands of traumatized people. As a doctor, I saw numerous killed, detained and tortured people in ad hoc detention camps or displaced from their homes; one village not far away from my town was completely burned down. Under such circumstances it was almost a treason even to think: a) that to stop violence does not only mean to stop those who perform violence on you and members of your community, but it necessarily has to contain a decision that you and your community would not respond in the same manner nor you approve or justify revenge; b) that we should strive for peace that would restore disrupted relations, i.e. to leave a possibility for a solution by which new, more just relations, but still relations, would be established with our current enemy. That means that, even during the war (or during serious conflicts), one consciously has to make steps toward peace by preserving the essence of peace: human dignity.
In war (or serious conflicts), although it may seem a paradox, paying respect to the dignity of each human being, including the enemy, may not be postponed. Actually, the ordinary person knows that it is not permissible, not even during war, to abuse and kill children, women, civilians, detained persons and persons who are ill. Such atrocities, however, are usually justified by the arguments of endangered national security and the nation’s future. This is why it is difficult and dangerous to publicly announce in one’s own community: “Not in my name!” But by preserving the attitude and practice that the principles of freedom and justice must be applied equally, even under circumstances of war, in respect of all humans, including the enemy, one can contribute to sustainable peace in several aspects. First, by preserving one’s own value system, mental and spiritual health. Further, it is a contribution to prevent the continuation of violence through an endless ‘victim–perpetrator– victim’ cycle. On the contrary, grounds are being prepared for a community built up on human dignity and rights.

We, peace activists, opted for peace and strove toward peace even when war was still going on by using the following three approaches: 

(1) helping the needy ones (displaced people, refugees, women, children, war veterans with PTSD). By helping the needy ones we have contributed to interconnectedness and solidarity between people. Empathy and solidarity that persons receive will safeguard their capacities necessary to recover from their own traumas, to forgive and to try to start living a peaceful life again and even to contribute to peace building.

(2) taking a stand against humanitarian law and human rights violations by our own community; 

(3) pleading persistently for peaceful conflict resolution or by constant, unremitting efforts in favour of a peaceful resolution of the war. 

These principles may also be transferred onto peaceful times. Namely, if we understand sustainable peace as relations in which individuals and groups find room for development on the basis of their own capacities and not on behalf of others, then we see that peace can and should be built all the time, just as building peace is a very simple mathematic equation: to improve relations so that they cause more good than damage, whether we talk about the emotional, psychological, economic or political sphere.
 Responses and activities will differ, depending on circumstances and role: in the family, at the work place, at school, in the community, between states. 

This approach towards peace building is called “bottom-up peace” and is marked by the term empowerment
 for building a sustainable peace, i.e. sustainable development of the community. It is a permanent, dynamic process. Advancing towards a just society that nurtures peace through non-violent methods is determined with regard to the following system of values: 

· the role of individuals in society (active citizen participation);

· the manner and sense of organizing a group (self-organizing and different allocation of power – power “with” instead of power “over”);

· and, bearing in mind the vision of the society – a community/civil society (which implies solidarity and care for the weak, non-questionability of human rights, promotion of culture of rejecting authoritarian models of organization, decision-making and objective reaching, as well as breaking fear of public exposure and visibility). 

I quoted Ana Raffai
, a theologian, trainer of non-violent actions, who, together with her husband Otto, through a series of training courses contributed to the empowerment of a number of individuals in the region of ex-Yugoslavia – to take responsibility for personal development and development of community.

We recommend a simple question (I ask this question myself from time to time) which calls upon active participation in advancing towards a just society that nurtures peace through non-violent methods: “What can I do? How can I contribute to the resolution of a certain problem? What can I do for peace?”

� These are the following wars: The first Balkan War, the Second Balkan War, the First World War, the Second World War and four wars related to disintegration of the socialist Yugoslavia (in Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo). However, even the conflict in Macedonia between the Macedonians and Albanians had some characteristics of a war, but it was resolved through political means before the escalation.





� Memory, Salvation, and Perdition, Miroslav Volf, Culture of Peace, 2007, Article in extenso on � HYPERLINK "http://www.centar-za-mir.hr" ��www.centar-za-mir.hr�; � HYPERLINK "http://www.yale.edu/divinity/Fac.MVolf.htm" ��http://www.yale.edu/divinity/Fac.MVolf.htm�.


� Suočavanje s prošlošću u Hrvatskoj, Kruno Kardum, Dražen Lalić, Vesna Teršelič, 2010:





� Memory, Salvation, and Perdition, Miroslav Volf, Culture of Peace, 2007,  Article in extenso on � HYPERLINK "http://www.centar-za-mir.hr" ��www.centar-za-mir.hr�; � HYPERLINK "http://www.yale.edu/divinity/Fac.MVolf.htm" ��http://www.yale.edu/divinity/Fac.MVolf.htm�


� From the publication Suočavanje s prošlošću u Hrvatskoj, Kruno Kardum, Dražen Lalić, Vesna Teršelič, 2010: quote from the review of the book by don Branko Sbutega “Kurosavin nemir svijeta” (Kurosawa's World Unrest) made by Đuro Šušnjić (Šušnjić, 2006: p. 24).





� The term Dealing with the past is today used all around the world mostly in its English version, maybe as a result of the significant spreading of the English language which is a consequence of the globalization process that has been intensified in the last couple of decades. The term that preceded it was Vergangenheitsbewältigung  (Vergangenheit - the past, bewältigung - management, overcoming), or the  related term “working with the past” (Vergangenheitsaufarbeitung). These terms were used in Germany following the victory of allied forces. They were particularly widespread during the intensive process of de-Nazification when governmental institutions in the Federal Republic of Germany, following the democratic elections, assumed a standpoint towards the past and, at a later stage, assumed obligation for a systematic promotion related to raising awareness about responsibility for committed crimes. These terms initially marked the process of analyzing and learning about the Nazi crimes, while later, after the fall of the Berlin wall and the end of the German Democratic Republic, these terms were also used for dealing with the violent and criminal aspects of the communist heritage.








� These rights are the foundation of the United Nations' General Assembly Resolution adopted on 16 December 2005 titled Basic Principles and Guidelines on the Right to a Remedy and Reparation for Victims of Gross Violations of International Human Rights Law and Serious Violations of International Humanitarian Law which pertains to compensation, restitution, rehabilitation, resolving the whereabouts of missing persons, symbolical reparation and guarantee of non-repeating the crimes. A/RES/60/147, � HYPERLINK "http://www2.ohchr.org/english/law/remedy.htm" ��http://www2.ohchr.org/english/law/remedy.htm�. 


� Forensic, factual truth is documented by archivist’s methods or is established during a legal procedure. A simple purpose of establishing facts is to decrease the number of lies which, as it turns out, often cannot be completely eliminated but could become less numerous and less scandalous.





Personal, narrative truth is the truth which researchers, activists and other actors reach by listening to stories and testimonies. Personal truth also contains the emotional standpoint towards what happened. Each actor needs to be listened to regardless of how much his memories were adhering to the facts. In the last thirty years or so, an ever-growing amount of attention has been paid to recording personal memories, whereby it is of extreme importance to use the method of verbal history when registering everyday life of regular people subjected to crimes and violence, the method which was until recently quite neglected in the area of the former Yugoslavia.





Social, dialogue truth contains entwined and overlapping narratives by different persons and different social groups which are present in public. The prevailing narrative in a certain period of time within any given society is particularly influenced by the ruling political elite, political parties, distinguished politicians and other public opinion creators, as well as other influential collective and individual actors.





� These are different “commissions for truth and reconciliation“. In the last several decades more than 40 such commissions worked in different post-dictatorship/totalitarian or post-war societies.


� Coalition for RECOM: Civil society organizations from the region have initiated a wide-ranging consultation process in the countries established after the fall of Yugoslavia. Consultations were made concerning the need to establish an additional mechanism of dealing with the past that shall focus on the victims. Besides the continuation of judicial processes before national courts, our efforts go towards the establishment of a regional commission which shall be tasked with determining the facts on sufferings, war crimes and mass violations of human rights. More than 7,000 people have been involved in the consultation process. It has included persons of different walks of life (victims, veterans, civil society organizations, youth networks and organizations, journalists, artists, scientists, independent intellectuals, religious communities). The general public was informed about it through the media and by the broadcast of debates on TV shows. As the result of this four-year-long consultation process, a coalition comprising more than 1700 organizations and individuals was established and a consensus on these two issues was reached. The transitional justice processes need to be approached regionally because of the regional character of the war conflicts. Also, states should assume responsibility to take a lead in such regional transitional justice processes.


Therefore, the Coalition will seek participation from their own governments in establishing an independent regional commission. The mission of the commission would be to compile facts and to publish a report that would comprise a list of human losses in the region, including data on how they died and a list of missing persons (still more than 16,000 reported missing persons in the region), the facts about the most serious war crimes and violations of human rights on a massive scale. In addition, this commission would organize public hearings for the crime victims (truth telling mechanism). The states should commit themselves to cooperate with the Commission in the course of the investigative stage and in implementing the recommendations.





� As far as I know, only Switzerland has adopted and published a comprehensive policy of dealing with the past. Social consensus about the establishment of a Commission for the truth and reconciliation was reached upon the initiative of civil society and religious communities in the South-African Republic. The initiative coming from civil society from the countries of the ex-Yugoslavia also attempts to reach social consensus regarding the need to establish RECOM (see footnote 10).


� Actually, as a first step I have realized what is not love for enemy - killing the enemy!


� In 1992 we established a peace group, the Center for Peace, Nonviolence and Human Rights.


� Definition of peace as peaceful relations as designed and often used by Adam Curle. 


� An empowered person recognizes that he/she possesses strength by which he/she can change their own lives. They know the situation, possess skills and self-confidence they acquired by using those skills, as well as a sufficient level of self-awareness on how they feel inside (what they feel, think, know, want) and what they lack. A person who knows what it means to be empowered, meaning who accepted responsibility for his/her personal development and development of community, will better understand difficulties people go through and their passivity and will believe in still non-discovered possibilities. Such a person will be more willing to provide support to the process of empowerment of people with whom he/she lives and works. Therefore we understand empowerment as laying foundations for peace activism (Adam Curle).   


� Ana Raffai, Igor Đorđević, Katarina Kruhonja: Volonteri u izgradnji mira (Peace Building Volunteers), handbook, Centre for Peace, Non-violence and Human Rights, 2004.
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