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ABOUT ICFC - Cambodia. The International Center for Conciliation
(ICfC) - Cambodia began working in Cambodia in 2005 as a branch of the
Boston-based International Center for Conciliation. Recognizing early on the
unmet needs of Cambodians in dealing with historically-rooted conflicts, the
organization began implementing projects using ICfC’s Historical Conciliation
methodology that sought to assist villagers in their efforts to heal these
historical wounds. After a number of years working within the rural areas of
Cambodia, the methodology evolved to better fit the needs of Cambodians
in dealing with their own past memories and in addressing conflict between
groups.

In 2010, the organization registered as a local non-governmental
organization under the laws of the Kingdom of Cambodia, aiming to
contribute to the healing process by empowering survivors of conflict to face
their history in order to move forward. To achieve its mission, ICfC -
Cambodia implements projects based on a bottom-up participatory
approach in which villagers are encouraged to identify their needs and to
develop forward-looking actionable goals. This approach has been
implemented throughout its Justice & History Outreach (JHO) Program,
which has carried out projects in 14 different villages thus far. In order to
further signal its efforts in becoming a local non-governmental organization,
ICfC-Cambodia aims to change its name to Karuna in the next six months.

ABOUT TPO - Cambodia. The Transcultural Psychosocial Organization
(TPO) was established in Cambodia in February 1995 as a branch of the
Netherlands based TPO International. The program was developed in
response to the need to heal the psychological wounds of the Cambodian
people caused by the civil war and the genocidal regime between 1975 and
1979, and care for those who suffer from mental health problems.

Since 2000, TPO Cambodia has been registered as a local Non Government
Organization (NGO). The organization consists of a multi-disciplinary team,
including psychiatrists, clinical psychologists, psychiatric nurses, midwifes,
social workers and experienced community workers.

In 2007, TPO set up a comprehensive program aiming to support victims of
the Khmer Rouge regime who participate actively in the Khmer Rouge
Tribunal as well as to raise awareness about the after-effects of the
genocidal regime.
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01. INTRODUCTION

In general, the term “reconciliation” refers to the reestablishment of relationships between parties in
conflict, as well as the process of this reestablishment itself. However, perceptions of what this term
means in various post-conflict countries have been largely individual as well as divergent from one
cultural and political context to the next. Furthermore, there is often a discrepancy between individual
processes and national transitional justice processes, exemplified by how reconciliation is often
suggested as part of the political agenda of post-conflict governments for victims of gross human rights
violations. As Suzannah Linton describes in “Reconciliation in Cambodia”, reconciliation in Argentina has
meant, in some cases, the same as getting nothing done — victims being asked to reconcile with their
torturers, who were asked to do nothing. In South Africa, it sometimes meant pressure to come to terms
with the past prematurely. At a number of truth commissions, reconciliation was simply a policy
objective, as the foundation for these commissions relied heavily on the belief that the establishment of
“truth” would be the main pathway to national reconciliation.?

Within Cambodia, the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC) is widely believed to
contribute to efforts at garnering national justice and reconciliation. However, many experts and close
observers of the courts argue that the ECCC can only provide one aspect of justice, and furthermore, one
aspect of reconciliation — the reconstruction of the “truth” in order to create an understanding of what
happened such that individuals can reconcile with their traumatic past. However, the impact of the ECCC
on the relationship between victims and their direct perpetrators remains to be seen, and as
recommended in this report, would require sustained efforts at the local level to achieve the sort of
reconciliation defined by Cambodians. In our view, the ECCC’s focus on judicial and legal interventions,
traditionally the more dominant components in the field of transitional justice, leads to a one-sided
emphasis on judicial interventions limiting a more holistic approach on reconciliation activities.?

A 2010 population-based survey® conducted by the University of California Berkeley Human Rights
Center examined Cambodian definitions of reconciliation in terms of relationships. The survey found that
a majority of Cambodians (54%) characterized reconciliation as unity and living together. In addition,
many Cambodians (38%) also understood reconciliation as communicating and understanding each
other, while 27% also linked the definition to gentleness and compassion for each other. Only 8% defined
reconciliation as forgiveness.

Furthermore, in a 2002 Documentation Center of Cambodia (DC-Cam) survey? on issues of justice,
revenge, accountability, forgiveness and reconciliation in relation to the Khmer Rouge, Cambodians
contributed their own thoughts on individual responsibility in achieving reconciliation. Throughout
various responses, Cambodian highlighted their belief in the important roles that individuals must play,

1 Linton, S. (2004). Reconciliation in Cambodia. DC-Cam.

Z Strasser, J. et al. (2011). Justice, Healing and Reconciliation in Cambodia. In: Conflict, Development and Peacebuilding.
Routledge (in press).

3 Pham, P. et al. (2011). After the First Trial: A Population-Based Survey on Knowledge and Perception of Justice and the
Extraordinary Cambers in the Courts of Cambodia. For more information on this report, please visit http://hrc.berkeley.edu/

publications.html.

4 The results of the 2002 DC-Cam survey as well as an analysis can also be found in: Linton, S. (2004). Reconciliation in
Cambodia. DC-Cam.
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especially at the local level. More simply, one respondent describes this belief by saying, “We are aboard
the same boat sailing toward the same destination.”

Throughout Cambodia, victims often live within the same community as the person that perpetrated
direct crimes against their family and friends. Despite the decades that have passed, tensions still exist
from a lack of communication that continues to foster anger, hatred, and misunderstanding. In one
village, a victim recalls the arrest of his mother, who was subsequently tortured in the nearby pagoda.
He states, “The spies who arrested my mother are now living in my village. | am still angry with them,
but | cannot do anything.”

The 2010 Berkeley Human Rights Center survey found that 49% of Cambodians would be uncomfortable
living in the same community as former Khmer Rouge cadres. The same percentage of Cambodians
indicated they would be uncomfortable with their children marrying children of former Khmer Rouge
cadres, and 31% would be uncomfortable going to the same pagoda. Even more, the 2002 DC-Cam
survey indicates the absence of a consensus in how Cambodians view low-ranking cadres: 24% believed
them to be perpetrators, 30% to be victims, 41% both, and 5% gave no answer.

While there have been instances of victims forgiving their direct perpetrators, no project has ever been
conducted to explore this relationship further and the possibilities of reconciliation, as defined by
Cambodians in the context of individual relationships. This project and report thus aim to provide a
better understanding of the dynamics of this relationship, as well as lessons learned for implementing
projects that aim to encourage dialogues between victims and direct perpetrators.



02. THE VICTIM-FORMER KHMER ROUGE DIALOGUE PROJECT

The Victim-Former Khmer Rouge dialogue project, a collaboration project between the International
Center for Conciliation (ICfC) and the Transcultural Psychosocial Organization (TPO), aimed to rebuild and
understand the fragmented relationship between victims and their direct perpetrators. While calls have
been made for reconciliation from the Cambodian government, victims often wish to receive
acknowledgement and an apology from their direct perpetrators. For perpetrators, overcoming cultural
obstacles that hinder even the acknowledgement of crimes make an apology difficult to achieve.

Because of the sensitivities and difficulties in initiating a dialogue between victims and perpetrators, this
project was conceived as a pilot project to investigate the possibilities of reconciliation within
Cambodian society.

Our primary objectives include the following:

Initiating dialogue between former Khmer Rouge and victims such that understanding and
empathy can continue to be built in the future years. Because we recognize the sensitivities in
helping victims and their direct perpetrators face each other, we believe that in order to be
realistic and practical, initiating conversation is our most immediate and important task;
Encouraging former Khmer Rouge cadres to face their own history of wrongdoing, while
recognizing the surrounding factors that led to those actions. While many of these former cadres
are perpetrators of crimes, many still consider themselves to be victims of the Khmer Rouge
regime. Because of this common victim identification, we hope to foster understanding of the
ambiguity between victim and perpetrator identifications;

Helping strengthen community relationships in order for villagers to move forward together
towards social cohesion and to ensure that future generations will not inherit a fragmented
community life.

With the fundamental belief that a grassroots participatory approach is necessary to realize these
objectives, ICfC and TPO encouraged project participants to define their needs, expectations, and roles
within the process to fully engage participants and the surrounding communities in addressing local
needs for justice and healing.

2.1 HISTORY OF PROJECT SITE

The group of villages where this project was implemented is located in Kampot province. In the early
1970s, the United States dropped a quarter of a million tons of bombs on Cambodia in as little as six
months - a number larger than the amount of bombs dropped on Japan during the entirety of World War
II. This bombing affected this region in Kampot province, where villagers began to suffer from the
instability of war and eventually the harsh rule of the Khmer Rouge regime.

Beginning in 1973, the Khmer Rouge started to implement its communist ideology in the region of
Kampot, forcing villagers to work and to live as a collective. The Khmer Rouge divided the area into three
groups of people - the rich farmer, the middle-class farmer and the poor farmer. In one village, all the
people were accused of being rich farmers — capitalists who oppress the poor farmers, thus traitors of
Angkar, the secretive organization of Khmer Rouge leaders.

The Khmer Rouge regarded poor farmers, many of whom had low education levels, as the most loyal to
Angkar and its revolution. Many poor farmers in Kampot province had joined ranks with the Khmer
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An ICfC staff trains local facilitators during the Training of Trainer project in September 2010.

Rouge during its fight against the Lon Nol government, who supported the Americans despite the
bombings. This class of farmers became fully convinced of the righteousness of Khmer Rouge ideology
and its communist revolution, which cultivated the high animosity between the rich farmer class and the
poor farmer class. This animosity contributed to the extreme cruelty and violence inflicted on villagers in
the area — from torture in the local pagodas to outright murder.

In 1975, the Khmer Rouge began to target “new people” — Cambodians that had just been evacuated
from Phnom Penh and other urban centers. While the Khmer Rouge stopped killing local villagers, these
villagers were still treated poorly. They were often re-educated and forced to work under difficult
conditions leading to the death of many villagers.

Today, remnants of the regime present itself in everyday village life. From the high number of deaths
during that time period, the physical makeup of the village now consists of many widows and orphans.
Community relations suffer due to high levels of distrust rooted in the class division imposed by the
Khmer Rouge. And traumatic memories that were unacknowledged for decades continue to inflict
suffering on villagers.

The project site consists of a number of villages, one mainly consisting of the rich farmer class during the
regime, herein referred to as Village A. The other village consists mainly of former Khmer Rouge cadres,
or “base people”, herein referred to as Village B. The two villages were chosen as the project site due to
their history and tension between former Khmer Rouge cadres and victims, the close relationship
developed between ICfC and villagers (including village authorities), and the relationship developed
between ICfC staff and an alleged perpetrator.

ICfC had implemented two projects in this area: The Justice & History Outreach (JHO) Phase | project and
the Training of Trainer (TOT) project. The JHO project aims to give rural Cambodians a chance to
determine and address local needs for restorative justice by implementing activities in local villages that




endeavor to provide a safe platform to disclose painful memories of the past through the facilitation of
community dialogues about history and memory. In addition, by building on the outreach efforts of the
Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC) in rural Cambodia, ICfC works to translate
efforts to gain retributive justice at the national level to activities that make an effort to restore broken,
societal relationships at the local level. The JHO project concludes with a culmination activity — an
activity chosen by the community to address their historic wounds. In the past, this activity included the
compilation of a local history book, the building of memorials, and Buddhist ceremonies.

The TOT project offers villagers training in dialogue facilitation and mediation techniques. This training
aims to further empower villagers from previous JHO project sites to take control of their own healing by
leading their own community dialogues about the Khmer Rouge past, while addressing local requests by
village authorities for help in resolving everyday conflicts. By offering this training, ICfC hopes to provide
a practical means of mitigating conflicts, to increase the confidence of villagers of taking ownership over
their own problems, and to enhance social relations among villagers. Furthermore, this project aims to
enhance social relations among nearby villages, as local facilitators, members of different communities
intentionally chosen by ICfC for such reason, implement dialogues in a nearby village to the original
project site.

In addition, the TOT project uses the victim-former Khmer Rouge experience as an example during the
training in order to help foster openness and dialogue between both groups. While many villagers have
held deep-seeded feelings of anger towards former Khmer Rouge cadres, especially direct perpetrators,
many villagers are beginning to accept the possibility of an alternative viewpoint to the traditional
notions of evil associated with anyone who worked for the Khmer Rouge regime, the possibility that
these Khmer Rouge cadres are victims as well. In this area of Kampot, local facilitators have facilitated
dialogues among former Khmer Rouge cadres in order to understand their experiences, which has
contributed to villagers’ interest in understanding more of this Khmer Rouge narrative.
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Aunt watches video of Grandpa during the last video exchange.

2.2 METHODOLOGY

Due to the challenges in achieving the project objectives, ICfC and TPO collaborated closely to
implement the dialogue process between victims and perpetrator groups. Both organizations held
responsibilities that corresponded to their expertise: ICfC managed the dialogue and communication
aspects of the project, while TPO supported the mental health aspects.

ICfC and TPO staff underwent various training exercises and discussions before project implementation.
Without adequate preparation, project staff risked alienating former Khmer Rouge cadres, thus
hindering a successful outcome. In order to overcome this challenge, project staff discussed articles on
past experiences working with former Khmer Rouge, and most significantly, underwent a constellation
exercise workshop. During this exercise, project staff took on the roles of former Khmer Rouge and
victims, voicing perceived emotions, attitudes and thoughts. Through this method, project staff could
“step into the shoes” of former Khmer Rouge cadres and victims in order to empathize and anticipate
the various difficulties that both parties may face in participating in this project.

Two “victims” were chosen from Village A and an alleged perpetrator and his wife, also a former Khmer
Rouge cadre, were chosen from Village B to participate in the dialogue project. The participants of the
victims group will be referred to as “Aunt” and “Grandma” throughout this report. The former Khmer
Rouge group, the alleged perpetrator and his wife, will be referred to as “Grandpa” and “Aunt B”
respectively.

Villagers throughout Village A allege that Grandpa was responsible for arresting and killing villagers in
the area. While he was not the leader of the Khmer Rouge group, Aunt and Grandma hold him directly
responsible for killing Aunt’s father and Grandma’s husband.

Each party was assigned a mental counterpart (TPO staff) as well as a staff member of ICfC, to remain as
consistent as possible throughout the duration of the project. Furthermore, local facilitators (trained
during ICfC’s TOT project) acted as key informants of any developments or potential problems within the



community. Not only did these local facilitators act as “eyes on the ground,” but they also acted as
trusted intermediary for the village and the NGOs, strengthening the project’s ability to respond to
changing needs, challenges, and risks.

In addition, a cameraman was hired to film and edit videos for the exchange of messages between the
perpetrator and victims groups.

The project included five phases:

1.

Assessment: Victim and former Khmer Rouge groups were assessed for their needs and
expectations from the project using a questionnaire. Both groups were given an
introduction to mental health. In addition, groups were introduced to the camera
equipment and filming process.

Video Exchange Dialogues: Victim and former Khmer Rouge groups created video messages
discussing their expectations from the project and their own experiences during the Khmer
Rouge time period. Villagers not only discussed their past experiences, but also the
emotional impact it had on their lives and whether or not that impact continues today. The
messages were then exchanged between the two groups.

In addition, reactions by each party to the video messages were filmed and exchanged.
Participants were directed not to insult, verbally attack, or make assumptions that may
impede the dialogue process when producing their messages.

Face-to-Face Dialogue: Victim and former Khmer Rouge groups decided to meet face-to-face
after having exchanged several video messages. The goal of this phase was to create a
shared understanding of what happened and what they can do together to rebuild their
relationships. Both groups shared their ideas of the future in relation to reconciliation and
peace, and furthermore, what actions they can do to achieve this vision.

Culmination Activity: In this phase, the community and project groups worked together to
conduct an action aimed at building reconciliation and peace.

Follow Up/Evaluation: Project participants, including community members and local
facilitators, were interviewed on the outcome of the project.
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'-/(,.,

Grandma and Aunt react to Grandpa’s video message during Video Exchange II.

2.3 SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES

The majority of project activities were conducted over a period of seven months, from March 2011 to
September 2011. These project activities include the various video-based dialogues and the face-to-face
dialogue, but excludes the final culmination activity — a Buddhist ceremony celebrating the completion
of the construction of the stupa, which is still under construction at the time of writing this report. While
the general project framework was conceived to include communication through video exchange,
methodology meetings (beginning in February 2011) were held at regular intervals throughout the
process to discuss the remaining details of the project and to monitor the change process closely such
that new risks and challenges could be addressed properly.

An assessment questionnaire was developed and utilized during individual interviews with participants
of both groups® . A follow up questionnaire was developed that incorporated elements of the
assessment questionnaire as well as expanded to assess perceptions of project participants’ family
members, community members (including local authority and respected leaders), and local facilitators,
in addition to the project participants®. Both questionnaires aimed to evaluate perceptions of various
community relationships; feelings of revenge, forgiveness, and fear; and roles in the process. The follow
up questionnaire also looked at challenges faced by interviewees throughout the process, and their
thoughts on the use of video exchange as a means of communication.

During the assessment phase of the project, Grandpa and Aunt B indicated that Grandpa never
participated in any community activities, such as Buddhist ceremonies or weddings. The two victims
indicated that they were still angry with Grandpa, and Grandma furthermore emphasized how clear her

5 See Annex A for the complete assessment questionnaire.

6 See Annex B for the complete follow up questionnaire.



memory remained of the day of her husband’s arrest, indicating the importance and effect of this event
in her life.

VIDEO EXCHANGES

Before the video exchanges began, both sides were given the opportunity to choose their preferred level
of anonymity. While both sides knew each other by name, neither side had seen each other since the
end of the Khmer Rouge period, thus would not have been able to recognize other project participants
by their physical appearance. Both sides opted to have both their faces and voices shown in the video,
choosing not to have their appearances blurred or hidden.

After each recording, project participants were given a chance to see and edit the various video
messages. Videos were then exchanged, and the reaction of these videos among project participants
was also recorded and exchanged.

1. Video Exchange |

Focus: Project participants discussed their
feelings about being involved in the
project, their motivation for joining the
project and consequent expectations, and
levels of fear.

Key Moments: While the victims group
was able to express clearly their wishes for
an apology, Grandpa had difficulties
expressing his thoughts on his own
involvement despite the urging of his wife,
Aunt B. Project staff attempted another
recording with Grandpa, absent of Aunt B,

Grandpa had difficulties speaking about his experiences and
expectations during Video Exchange I.

but he continued to have difficulties speaking. He explained his difficulties as being due to his poor
education, but from past observations of staff and community members, Grandpa rarely spoke to other
community members, and this may be linked to how he feared talking about his past.

Despite his difficulties however, Grandpa was able to say that he knew he was wrong and asked the
victims group to not be angry with him. In reaction to this, both Grandma and Aunt cried and expressed
their need for an acknowledgement and apology. Due to his difficulties in expressing his regret, members
of the victims group felt that he did not full heartedly mean what he had said.

2. Video Exchange Il
Focus: Project participants discussed personal experiences during the Khmer Rouge period.

Key Moments: Grandpa admitted his responsibility in arresting villagers, but denied having any part in
the killings. In the initial recording, he said, “[What | want to tell the other side] is please don’t be angry
at me. They ordered me to do these things. I'm not a smart person, and | didn’t know what to do.” He
later repeated that he holds strong feelings of regret and that he was afraid of dying himself if he did not
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follow orders. However, he did not know to whom to express these feelings. Due to his own arrest
following the Khmer Rouge period (lasting approximately six months in two different prisons) and fears
of revenge, Grandpa did not trust people, and thus did not want to speak about his role in the arrests of
locals.

In reaction to these video messages, both Grandma and Aunt were satisfied that he was able to admit he
was wrong. However, Grandma discussed what she remembered of the events that took place when her
own husband was arrested, and believed that Grandpa lied too much, hiding information that they
wanted to know, in his own story. She also stated that she is not angry, as these events happened
decades ago, and emphasized the strength of her own moral character. Despite these statements,
Grandma expressed her feelings angrily.

Grandpa, upon seeing these video messages and hearing the experiences of the victims group, said that
while he knows he arrested Grandma’s husband, he did not know Aunt’s father. While Aunt admitted
that she was very young when she lost her father, thus possessed no memory of the name or face of the
people involved in this particular arrest, she became angry and upset that Grandpa did not recognize
what he had done to her father. She expressed that she would only have justice when he admitted and
apologized for this arrest, and only then could she forgive Grandpa.

3. Exchange lll

Focus: Because of Aunt’s anger towards Grandpa, this intervention focused on collecting witness
testimonies via audio recordings to clarify the events of the night where Aunt lost her father.

Key Moments: After confirmation from various witnesses to the arrest of Aunt’s father by Grandpa,
Grandpa took responsibility for the arrest, despite being unable to remember Aunt’s father.

4. Video Exchange IV
Focus: Both sides repeated what their interests were for their own involvement in the project, and
prepared for a face-to-face dialogue and Buddhist ceremony.

Key Moments: Both sides agreed to meet. Grandpa agreed to meet the victims group, despite indicating
that he would have strong feelings of shame and embarrassment. In particular, both sides were looking
forward to joining a Buddhist ceremony together, as these ceremonies are important in Khmer Buddhist
culture to express one’s love and respect for the deceased, especially family members. In addition,
project participants began thinking of their desires for a culmination activity.

FACE-TO-FACE DIALOGUE

Due to the Buddhist backgrounds of the project participants, both sides decided to meet at the pagoda
in Village B in the presence of a Buddhist monk. This pagoda was transformed into a prison by the Khmer
Rouge and had most likely been the location where victims from Village A were killed. Due to the desire
to not cause any feelings of fear in Grandpa, both the pagodas in Village A and in between Village A &
Village B were not chosen because of the high number of victims in Village A and the location of a main
marketplace in front of the pagoda, respectively.

Before the face-to-face dialogue, both sides were again shown videos from Video Exchange IV and given
the opportunity to discuss their feelings. Seating arrangements were also discussed and decided upon
before the dialogue, with local facilitators assigned different roles in the dialogue — support of project
participants and to keep watch of various entries to the location of the dialogue (see image A on page
12). ICfC and TPO staff acted as mediators during the dialogue. While Aunt B, also a former Khmer Rouge
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ICfC staff work with local facilitators to plan the face-to-face dialogue.

cadre, had no specific role in the discussion of the dialogue, she was invited to participate in the dialogue
in order to provide support for her husband. The dialogue was held in the room of the pagoda where
villagers typically gave food and other offerings to the pagoda monks.

The face-to-face dialogue began with both sides confirming their willingness to participate in this
dialogue, as well as a discussion of their feelings in meeting and recognizing each other for the first time
since the Khmer Rouge regime. Both Grandma and Aunt communicated that they are no longer angry
with Grandpa, and they appreciated his acknowledgement of his actions during the regime. While
Grandpa continued to say that it was difficult for him to find the words to express his thoughts, he said
that he was no longer afraid, and he was happy that they could rebuild their relationship. In addition, the
victims group also emphasized how they were looking forward to hearing directly what Grandpa had said
in the video.

Besides meeting face-to-face, both sides reflected on the most salient moments of the video exchange
and how these moments made them feel. For Aunt, the most difficult moment of the process was when
Grandpa could not recognize the arrest and eventual death of her father. However, she said that she
stopped feeling angry when he recognized this arrest in a subsequent video exchange. She also said that
she now believes Grandpa understands the differences between what is right and wrong and also
understands that he was forced to commit these crimes. Furthermore, she said that she believed he was
a good person.

For Grandma, the most salient moment of the video exchange was when Grandpa recognized his actions
during the Khmer Rouge regime as wrong and immoral. She emphasized how she believes that he
regrets these actions, but had arrested villagers because he was forced to by his position as a Khmer
Rouge cadre, and furthermore, the circumstances of the time period (fear of death, security of family
members, etc.). She said, “As long as he knows that he is wrong, we have to find the right path... We
have to continue to strive to follow our morals in the future.”

VICTIM - FORMER KHMER ROUGE DIALOGUE PROJECT | LESSONS LEARNED 11



Grandpa again told Grandma and Aunt that he was still young during the regime, and furthermore, he
was poorly educated. These circumstances made it easy for the Khmer Rouge to use him to arrest
people, but he stressed that he did

not kill people. As he was acting

2 g under orders and feared for his own
‘ Q I s life, he did not know how to question
C > wuooma s the Khmer Rouge leaders. He told

MONK the victims group that he feels regret

O PassAg  ENTRYWAY for his actions, and while he does not

remember specifically arresting

© @ @ SN family members of the victims group,
O & @ romin et mouge | e recognizes that he was the one
® most likely who had taken them

, + @ b away as this was his role during the

@ @ MECHATORS regime.

In addition, Grandpa said that it

comforted him when the victims

@ group said that they were not angry
with him and that they would like to
establish better relations.

Image A

By the end of the dialogue, both sides
agreed that they should continue to better relations between the groups. Grandpa said that he would
also commit to this agreement by paying his respects to the spirits of all the victims during the Khmer
Rouge period during various Buddhist holy days. Because of the importance of Buddhism in Cambodian
culture, especially in relation to how one must pay respect to dead family members, this commitment
from Grandpa was significant for members of the victims group.

To conclude the dialogue, both groups were asked to come up with ideas of what they would like to do in
order to commemorate this project and their commitment to bettering relationships. Both sides agreed
that they should build a stupa, a Buddhist shrine, to honor the spirits of those that passed away during
the Khmer Rouge regime. Afterwards, the monk blessed the activity with a Buddhist chant, and later also
accompanied the project participants on a tour around the pagoda, a former prison and torture site
during the regime.

The following day, project participants joined together for another Buddhist ceremony called bun baing
skol. This ceremony provided an opportunity to project participants to express their love and respect to
lost relatives. For Grandpa, this was an opportunity to convey his regret to those that lost their lives
during the Khmer Rouge regime.
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Grandma participates in a screening of video clips in Village A. Many villagers at this screening also hold Grandpa
responsible for the loss of family members during the Khmer Rouge regime.

COMMUNITY FOLLOW UP
Following the success of the dialogue between project participants, project staff visited Village A and
Village B to further gain an understanding of the impact of the project on surrounding villagers.

During the first follow up, project staff met with project participants to discuss their feelings following
the face-to-face dialogue. Both sides were satisfied with the outcome of the project, and both sides also
agreed that it would be important to show the clips to other villagers. Thus, project participants and
family members reviewed clips from the various video exchanges and then selected clips they believed
to be important for their community to see.

Two screenings were organized, one in Village A and one in Village B. The participants of the screening in
Village A mainly consisted of other Khmer Rouge victims, including many elderly widows who held
similar experiences to Grandma and Aunt. The participants of the screening in Village B consisted of
many former Khmer Rouge cadres.

The reactions to the clips differed between both of these villages. In Village A, some participants reacted
angrily and did not believe that Grandpa told the whole truth. In many ways, it seemed as if these
victims also wanted a direct acknowledgement from Grandpa themselves. However, other victims of this
group who had participated in previous ICfC projects (JHO and/or TOT) seemed satisfied by Grandpa’s
acknowledgement of his actions during the regime and his apology to Grandma and Aunt.

In Village B, participants voiced their support of the project, and believed that further dialogues should
be held to improve the relationship between Village A and Village B.

During the second follow up trip, general community members of Village B continued to give support for
this project and further suggested for such types of projects to be implemented in other communities.
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These villagers said that they have never heard of a project that encouraged strong community
relationships and solidarity, and believed that it was especially important for the younger generations to
understand concepts of community reconciliation, with a stupa providing evidence of its possibility.
Villagers in Village A were unable to gather to further discuss the project due to time constraints arising
from land titling.

Following these visits, participants of Village B continue to voice their desire for further dialogues.

CULMINATION ACTIVITY

As decided by the project participants, the community began making plans for the construction of a
stupa. A committee was formed, including members of both villages and village authority, to oversee the
construction and fundraising of this stupa. While ICfC contributed a large portion of the funds for the
stupa, consistent to the contribution for culmination activities in other project sites, the community was
expected to raise the remaining funds needed for the construction.

Thus far, the commune chief (a member of the stupa planning committee) encouraged all village chiefs
during their regular monthly meeting to cooperate with the committee. Since fundraising activities
began in July 2011 and after ICfC’s contribution, villagers of this commune have raised a third of the
remaining amount needed to complete the stupa. This amount is considerable, as compared to past ICfC
project sites (14 sites total), these villagers have surpassed the maximum amount fundraised in the past
at a previous project site by twofold.

The design of the stupa was decided upon through consultation meetings with various community
members, facilitated by the stupa planning committee. The design includes a list of local villagers who
died during the Khmer Rouge regime, as well as a map to record the history of the pagoda that was
transformed into a prison and site of torture in order to educate current and future generations of the
atrocities committed during the Khmer Rouge period.

In September, villagers purchased a raing phnom tree to plant at the stupa. As this is the type of tree in
which Buddha sat under when he reached nirvana, this tree symbolizes the desire for calm and inner
peace for those that passed away during the regime. Individual contributions have also been made to
the stupa, including from Grandpa, who purchased light bulbs despite his poor economic background.

To the community, the stupa symbolizes a place where both victims and perpetrators can meet to

remember the dead, as well as serves as evidence of the possibility of reconciliation for future
generations.
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2.4 OUTCOMES

In addition to follow up trips made by project staff, an external evaluator (a participant of the inwent
program’) assessed the perceptions of various groups in the community, including project participants,
family of project participants, local facilitators, and members of the stupa planning committee. In
addition to the analysis of the external evaluation, this section also makes use of observations from
various community members and organization staff.

VICTIMS GROUP
After having participated in the project, victims said they managed to release their anger and pain as
well as develop a better relationship with participants of the former Khmer Rouge group.

Both victims indicated their satisfaction with the outcomes of the project. Aunt, in describing the change
in her attitude towards Grandpa, said, “l never wished to meet him before because | hated him. But after
reconciling with him during this project, now whenever | meet him, | treat him like any of my neighbors.
After understanding the reasons why he did those things in the past, | pitied him, and did not hate him
anymore.” Grandma stated, that she feels “released because he [the perpetrator] apologized. She also
wished for good health for him and his family.

The most significant moment in the project for both victim participants was the face-to-face dialogue in
which the alleged perpetrator apologized for his wrongdoing directly. Even more, both participants
stated that his acknowledgement helped release their anger.

While the alleged perpetrator did not admit to any wrongdoing beyond the arrests of local villagers, both
victims indicated that they did not wish to gain anything else from the project. Even more, both victims
indicated that their relationship with Grandpa significantly changed. Before the project, participants
never joined any Buddhist ceremonies together, which are often done amongst close family, friends, and
community members. However, project participants joined in a number of ceremonies together
throughout the project and indicated that they believe it would be important to continue joining
Buddhist ceremonies together in the future.

Furthermore, when asked how victims that died during the Khmer Rouge regime would feel about the
project, Aunt said, “I think they would be very satisfied because the project found justice for them. Also,
because ICfC and TPO came to reconcile relationships and eventually to help contribute to the building
of a stupa, we have the opportunity to join in bun baing skol ceremony together with Grandpa so that
during Khmer New Year, P)chhum Ben and other Buddhist holy days, we can pray for those people who
were killed during the Khmer Rouge regime. Our prayers will help their souls move forward peacefully.”

FORMER KHMER ROUGE CADRES GROUP

Similarly to participants of the victims group, Grandpa indicated that the project helped to better
relationships between project participants and general community members. He also stated that he
began to participate in community activities, which he had not done prior to the implementation of this
project.

7 inwent is a GIZ program with worldwide operations dedicated to human resource development,

advanced training, and dialogue. Capacity building programs are directed at experts and executives from
politics, administration, the business community, and civil society. For more information on the program,
please visit www.giz.de.
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While Grandpa had difficulties in expressing his thoughts during the follow-up questionnaire, many
community members, including his wife, observed positive behavior changes in Grandpa. Aunt B said,
“Before the project, my husband always felt afraid of others. | also felt afraid and worried about him.”
She continued by saying, “I think that the project was successful because [ICfC & TPO] came to explain
and guide us in understanding the concept of reconciliation. This helped us feel at ease. We joined
ceremonies together with victims and talked to each other in a very friendly, close manner. Now, we
have better communication, and we don’t feel angry at each other. Even more, we are building a stupa
which represents reconciliation!”

For Grandpa, the most significant moment in the process was also the face-to-face dialogue and the
following Buddhist ceremony, because “we can pray for the people who were killed during the Khmer
Rouge time so that they can be at peace. In addition, other victims can live in peace with what
happened.”

In addition to the observations in behavior changes from his wife, the daughter of Grandma told project
staff about how welcoming and friendly he had become. Before, he was known as a person that avoided
social interaction with general members of the community. However, upon visiting Grandpa at his house,
Grandpa immediately pulled out a chair for Grandma’s daughter and welcomed her warmly into his
home.

Other community members also told project staff how Grandpa no longer hides or avoids community
gatherings. And despite his poor economic situation, community members told project staff that
Grandpa bought fluorescent lights with his own money, and then installed these lights himself around
the stupa such that it can be visible at night. This action possibly indicates Grandpa’s own commitment
to community reconciliation and his acknowledgement of wrongdoing, whether or not he chooses to tell
the whole history of what happened during the Khmer Rouge period.

FAMILY MEMBERS

Family members felt relieved after the project. The perpetrator’s wife mentioned that she felt less afraid
and not longer worried about possible repercussions. The granddaughter of one of the victims said:
“Before | used to pity myself and feel anger towards those who killed my grandfather. But after they (ICfC
& TPO) came to teach and explain, | don’t feel angry anymore.”

LOCAL FACILITATORS

Facilitators in their interviews focused more on the positive outcomes of the ICfC training in conflict
resolution than on the outcome of the dialogue project. They indicated how the project helped them
understand better conflict resolution techniques and the role that they can play in mediations.

In addition, the local facilitators believed that the project was successful. One of the local facilitators
said, “I think the project was successful because the project participants met each other and were able
to reconcile. Now, we are building a stupa to fulfill their needs for healing.” Another local facilitator also
discussed how the project enabled Grandpa to participate more actively in community activities.

All local facilitators indicated that they believed the project would contribute to better community
relationships at the commune-level.

STUPA PLANNING COMMITTEE

Members of the stupa planning committee stated their belief that the project was successful due to how
the project reconciled relationships and contributed a stupa for the entire community. One member
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said, “During the project, people in the community did not believe that the organization could make the
project participants reconcile, and so they waited to see what would happen. Many villagers said that
they would appreciate and support the project if they were able to succeed, but if they failed, it would
be bad for the community, making people angry about the past that they did not want to remember. But
after the project, because of its success, many villagers appreciated the outcome of the project, which
many did not believe was possible! They thought it was amazing that the victims and former Khmer
Rouge cadres could improve their relationship!”

In addition, the commune chief, village chief, and a monk discussed how they wished to improve
relationships between victims and former Khmer Rouge cadres, but felt like they did not know how to do
this. The commune chief said, “Before, we encouraged victims to celebrate bun baing skol ceremony
every year to pray for the spirits of those that died during the regime. However, we did not encourage
former Khmer Rouge to participate in the ceremony because we did not have the skills to facilitate better
relationships between victims and former cadres such that they could participate in the ceremony
without fighting... In the future, for our community, we plan to have former Khmer Rouge join the
ceremony so that they have a chance to further communicate!”

The monk of the committee also said that he believed the project contributed to better community
relationships at the commune level because he observed villagers acting with more solidarity when
planning and contributing to the stupa.

Members of the stupa planning committee, including village authority figures, requested that ICfC and
TPO continue to visit the community to further encourage and spread ideas of reconciliation, as well as
to contribute to concrete developments such as roads.

METHODOLOGY & ROLES

As indicated by project participants, the use of video exchange helped prepare project participants to
meet each other face-to-face. This methodology assisted in the reflection of feelings and needs before
the face-to-face dialogue. One victim said, “I felt ready to talk to Grandpa because ICfC and TPO
exchanged videos between us, which helped me get used to talking to him. This process also helped me
reconcile my emotions.” The video exchange allowed ICfC and TPO staff to better navigate through the
process and deal with the emotional responses of participants.

In addition, the video exchange process helped empower victims to take a more active role. One victim
initially perceived her own role as only providing answers. At the end of the process, she perceived her
role as contributing to community reconciliation. For Grandpa, he was also unclear about his role at the
beginning of the project. However, by the end of the project, he understood the objectives of the
project, and interpreted his role as contributing to community reconciliation.

In addition to the use of video exchange in this project, the active participation of local facilitators
demonstrated that communities have the capability to take a more active role in resolving conflicts.
More specific to this project, many villagers have been approaching these local facilitators for assistance
when resolving other problems.
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Project participants give offerings to the monks during bun baing skol after the face-to-face dialogue.

03. LESSONS LEARNED

While the project met much success in encouraging local forms of reconciliation — within one’s past, and
between victims and perpetrators - as well as solidarity and unity within a community, this project
exemplifies the specificity of cultural notions of reconciliation.

In addition, this project was able to explore the needs of former Khmer Rouge cadres in the context of
Cambodia’s transitional justice process. From this experience, we make the following recommendations
in future projects working to engage those who committed human rights violations:

» It is important to find a balance between encouraging participants to disclose past
experiences and express emotions associated with the events on the one hand, and
allowing individuals to remain within their self-protecting silence on the other hand.
Because of the local challenges found in processing emotions, the concrete discussion of
experiences and later, its interpretation, will help promote understanding between victim
and perpetrator groups.

» The Khmer Rouge regime affected not only individuals, but the Cambodian society as a
whole. More attention should be given to the concepts and practices of trauma work, in
particular allowing space for the reconstruction of individual and collective trauma histories,
the ventilation of emotions associated with the trauma and the processing of traumatic
memories.



Projects must make efforts to engage surrounding communities, as Cambodian rural life is
engrained deep within community relationships.

Projects should be implemented such that its objectives envisage a long-term process in
building trust. Forgiveness, reconciliation, and obtaining the full truth surrounding sensitive
events take time, thus projects must include elements that address sustainability (such as
the utilization of local facilitators).

An effective monitoring system must be put into place in order to meet various challenges
and risks that may arise during project implementation. This system could include the clear
assigning of monitoring roles within communities (local facilitators), frequent phone calls,
and frequent project visits.

As coping with political violence is centrally linked to cultural constructions of meaning,
projects must address the cultural context of a project site, and furthermore, integrate
elements of this culture within the project in order to be meaningful to project participants.
For example, Khmer Buddhist cultures rest much importance in Buddhist ceremonies to
commemorate and honor the dead.

Reconciliation between victims and direct perpetrators is possible, but in order to achieve
such, constant engagement and support with the parties, continuous relationship-building
activities, and a supportive community (local authorities and local facilitators), are all
necessary factors. The context of an environment must be analyzed closely to understand
whether or not it is conducive to building relationships.

Project staff must also recognize and shift their own perspectives and understandings of the
relationship balance between victims and perpetrators. It is important to remove the
common negative stigma associated with former Khmer Rouge cadres, especially low-level
perpetrators.
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ANNEX A - ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRES

PART I. FORMER KHMER ROUGE QUESTIONNAIRE

A. REHRN:QERT /| ARIRALSSSSIRNIMS (General - Relationships & Process)

01. EHAIMUANE ARG SHhig SRS AYSIRULAIATIST (1 = 3SHA, 1 = IAYSHA)

(Please describe your relationship with your community)

Circle the picture that best describes your relationship with the
community at large.(5 = Self; C = Community at Large)

ooles i TOToXe}

02. 1A g SHAMNSENAG Shinyw N AYS AT A, hREGIYE ? AEIUNT 9 (How is your

relationship to the community, village A? Please describe):

03. 1AUGUISISIHANSEAGSUMYW tntw, 51 , SH{ABAANIMA UNRBTIYE ? (How is your

current relationship with Grandma, Aunt, and their families? Please describe):

04. 1AgARNG uNtw Bh Sh{RuE N ARWATUNREGIYCEIN A (=AntNRAMYAITLA) 2

ﬁJvUiﬂUﬂtlJ' 9 (How do you think Grandma, Aunt, & their families perceive you? Please describe):

05. iﬁaﬁﬁﬁd'ﬂﬁ ﬂﬂ']ﬁﬁ m:wfﬁuﬁ@wdmﬁm ? (What do you think about their perceptions?)

06. iﬁaﬁ§tmwfnqtﬁ AW Si Eliﬁ.@sﬁ gunknm? (How often do you talk with Grandma &

Aunt?)

3
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1- 1N A5G (Daily)

2-01 G B4 'rj_ﬁ 95—ﬂ§ﬁj (Two-Three times a week)

5—§ﬁ ﬁﬁ 9ig (Once a Month)
6- SSIRUIAN: (Never)

06b. i{}aﬁg un [ij'lfﬂiglﬁflﬁmﬁ iﬁﬁﬁguﬂ Lﬁﬁﬁgg ? (If you talk with them, what do you talk about?)

07. IRHASUNWNGW WNRAEANINAMA MAMUUNNAM 2 (How often do you talk with their
family members?)

U]

1-1¥N A5G (Daily)

4- DIk ﬁﬁ 9l (Twice a Month)
5—§ﬁ ﬁﬁ 9ig (Once a Month)
6- Bsinuian: (Never)

08. IREANISHIYANUNRETIYE GIMHARMUITAIZSMAISI AR (B WIZIATNY 2 (How do you

feel about your past during the Khmer Rouge regime?)

09. IAgAMISHIGAALENRAM Gien:MIGAIESIANARRAINNAISSIAIS: ? (How do you feel about

being apart of this dialogue project?)

10 SRR ShDSRGIAN M NRIATMIASSIMIS: 2 (What do you hope to gain out of the

dialogue process?)
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11 {RHANSMITNRGATIG] UNW & S SH{ABAANIEEOIEGZ: ARIANIMINSIMINE? (Is

there something you expect Grandma & Aunt and their families to do during the dialogue process?)

12. gAUTEIB Ut 1R AG SRy unw & 5 SHIAGTSUNMEoIYS muiw:diaims
ﬁgﬁ.@ S1411S< ? (How do you imagine the relationship with Grandma & Aunt will develop throughout

this dialogue process?)

13. 165 g: iRugAngothatiphiamoiAaigh akMnAIMIUSIMING ? (What are you

most afraid could happen during the dialogue process?)

al

14. iﬁﬁﬁf—ﬂﬁ@é‘%: IﬁUjUﬁ] @ﬁiﬁmmtg@mﬁms: ? (Is there anything that can be done to address

these fears?)

15. i%i—fl Ség:fﬁ mﬁ_ﬁQSUﬁ@‘jﬁiﬁﬁWjﬁ ? Is there something that you don’t want to happen?

B. FSHESLIG (Fear)

SINSUILNAUSUSIUIS: UHAUMMIMUANASAShIIgnA AR SNWIVAIHAINUUTY]S Y WY
ﬁﬁ[’mfjfﬂ LUHIJ'LNUQI??SUJEIIILNU ngﬁLUi[iﬂﬁgﬁuLU‘J 9 ( For the following statements, please

indicate your current thoughts and feelings. Indicate whether you disagree or agree with each of the
following statements)

0L | $210URAYZ:T GUANIAYSE Y (1am afraid of (Strongly disagree) BSWU{UUZN 1
some members of my community) - .
(disagree) USWIU{HUU 2
iﬁ&ﬁmmLﬁUﬁﬁm: Ui¢ ?( Do you strongly
disagree with this, disagree or do you agree or (agree) LUEIIILﬁJ'U 3
strongly agree?)
(strongly agree) LUﬂIJ'LﬁJ'UQZﬁﬁ 4




02. jun S__]ﬂlJ'Uig [iJ'iUleﬁjrﬁ ( Please explain your answer)
03. NUUUQ'] )| ﬁ?ﬁfsmimigc@ﬁmf&HSﬁ (Please indicate your level of fear)
0 5 10
BSOHANHE n6g:IiR 6NAM K
(Not afraid) (Somewhat afraid) (Very Afraid)
04 | 221G untw, B0, SR{AY{RANIMA 9 1 am afraid of (Strongly disagree) HSWUIUZN 1
Grandma, Aunt, & their families. - .
(disagree) USWIU{HUU 2
IAYAWATAIUEGIS YIS ?( Do you strongly |
disagree with this, disagree or do you agree or (agree) WUU 3
strongly agree?) . o
(strongly agree) LUEULﬁJ'UQZJﬁ 4
05 ﬁJuUﬂS__]ﬂlJ'UigliﬁUﬁlfﬁﬁ ( Please explain your answer)
06. NUUUQ'] )| ﬁ?ﬁfsmimiﬁc@ UiUﬁlﬁj_ﬁ (Please indicate your level of fear)
0 5 10
BSOHANHE n6g:IiR 6NAM K
(Not afraid) (Somewhat afraid) (Very Afraid)
07. (Strongly disagree) g8 LUﬂIJ'LﬁJ'UQZﬁﬁ 1

Sig) B snAghthytw untw, 84,

SR{Y{AENIMAY OPTIONAL. | avoid contact
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with Grandma, Aunt, & their families . (disagree) 58 UjﬂlJ'qu'U 2

o

iy wmwuﬁms Y19 ? (Do you strongly (agree) WEUASIY 3

disagree with this, disagree or do you agree or

strongly agree?) (strongly agree) UJHIJ'LﬁJUgﬁﬁ 4

08. jen SJHIJ'GIEI LIJIUﬁIJ'ﬁﬁ ( Please explain your answer)

OPTIONAL. Please explain your answer.

C. agmﬁ (Roles)

01. ‘ianUJﬂJ’uﬁLlﬂﬁﬁu VR ﬁﬁf@mf}mﬁ'jgﬁghﬁmﬁsmﬁs: ? (How do you perceive your role in this

process?)

02. IRHAWNIR NN MR TIYE NG FIUAT HRMIMWAIHY A HRmMIGiAY Sh HATATIRY 2

=4

(How do you perceive the role of ICfC, TPO, & filmmakers?)

03. ‘ianUJﬂJ’uﬁLlﬂﬁ NOIYG HA @Sﬁgﬁj ﬁ?IUﬁ}EﬂjiSﬂ§ﬁﬁ%§ﬁ ? (How do you perceive the role

of the local facilitators?)




PART Il. VICTIMS QUESTIONNAIRE

A. mgm:@ssﬁ / éms’séseéeémﬁsms (General — Relationships & Process)

01. UHAIMUANS DA ShhigsyAShanauSIRuLATATS] (1 = 3SHA, 11 = NNAYSHA)

]

(Please describe your relationship with your community)

Circle the picture that best describes your relationship with the
community at large. (5 = Self; C = Community at Large)

OO0 DD KD+« O

02. 1RUGUISIS: HAMSENASSUMYW M SUFAAMA UNAYCIYC ? (UIHJUNT I (How is your
current relationship with Grandpa and his family? Please describe):

03. iRHAT UG M ABWUNREGIYGGIN gA(=AatniAMUAINERA) ? (UIJUNT 9 (How do you

think Grandpa perceives you? Please describe):

04. tﬁgﬁ&m wihyw @aﬁ@ﬂ‘ilﬂiﬂﬁ fUN ?How often do you talk with Grandpa?

1- 140G (Daily)

3-4h AROMER] (Once a week)

403

4-QiRk k912 (Twice a Month)
5- 4 71912 (Once a Month)

6- BSIRUIAN: (Never)

o

04b. ‘anﬁg W Whygw m I%ﬁﬁ St UJ'HEIZI‘% ? (If you talk with Grandpa, what do you talk about?)
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05. t%gﬁémwfﬂqw AYEMIm @eﬁ@ﬂUU.ﬂhﬂAm ? (How often do you talk with Grandpa’s
family?)

1- 140G (Daily)

a

2- NI 0Bk AN 9 GEJ (Two-Three times a week)
3-4h AR9MER] (Once a week)

4-QiRk k912 (Twice a Month)

5- 4 A1912 (Once a Month)

=0

6- Bsinuian: (Never)

06. IAgAMISHIIYANNRAM Sitn:MIGAIEGINNARRANRAISSIANISS 2 (How do you feel about

being apart of this dialogue project?)

07. t%gﬁm%ﬁufné’ﬁmsﬁmﬁmn @gﬁ ﬁﬁtﬂﬁifﬂm@SﬂQ iS:? (What do you hope to gain out of the

dialogue process?)

0. 1AAM SMIiNHGADIE) M Sh{ABAANIEROIYOZ: GRRIMTIMINSNIFINT? (Is there

a - o~

something you expect Grandpa and his family to do during the dialogue process?)

0o. HA{UTEIS It 1A¢AGSHNYW M ShinGustnigoigo mutw:SindmiAgug

M18: ?How do you imagine the relationship with Grandpa will develop throughout this dialog process?

10. 155 g: iRugAgohaiathiphiamoiiaigh ahinAimIgIMIN: 2 (What are you

most afraid could happen during the dialogue process?)



11, 1RHAH mﬁég: IEH]UQ @ﬁﬁmimiﬁn@ﬁgﬁﬁm: ? (Is there anything that can be done to

< =]

address these fears?

12. 16 Ség in ﬂjaﬁQSGf& @Jﬁi%ﬁi‘&jﬁ ? (Is there something that you don’t want to happen?)

X

13. iRHAGRIG (N BJSHIARIGIN (=BfiATEEZ:) Gim: M SR{AY{AANIMEA 4 (Is there anything
that you would like to see happen to Grandpa and his family?)

B. ms&seéa, ssssaessiaIns K msé’essgﬁ (Revenge, Forgiveness, & Fear)

' e

ASAShMIGAA AN GNWIVAIHASINUGYS Gim: m

SIMUIUNAUSUUIS: JUHAUMMMU
SHABAANIMA Y Y AU W

G
UUSSWN{Y 191 SM{UTINASYWw I NI

For the following statements, please indicate your current thoughts and feelings toward Grandpa and his
family. Indicate whether you disagree or agree with each of the following statements.

REVI | gaghifejmaniot amtg(=fin)idumamsig Strongly disagree
(1 would like to make him suffer for what they did) disagree
- y Derqe . agree

INHAWNIVURGISS Ul¢ ?( Do you strongly disagree
with this, disagree or do you agree or strongly agree?) strongly agree
REVZ | 2{i(=u8) gjnsi)hmn{pfRa RaIGMAY Strongly disagree
(1 wish that something bad would happen to him) disagree
Do you strongly disagree with this, disagree or do you agree

agree or strongly agree?
strongly agree
REV3 | 2ohgjma ngjuiuA{anwSRumSwAMNeguge Strongly disagree
1719 (1 would like him to be held accountable) disagree
agree
Do you strongly disagree with this, disagree or do you
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agree or strongly agree?

strongly agree

REV4 SGREUR IR 1F1MATEN 9 (1 would like to take revenge Strongly disagree
on him) disagree
Do you strongly disagree with this, disagree or do you agree
agree or strongly agree?
strongly agree
o (] al ] a " e ° A 1
REVS | sondi mamminioit SacimaeiAs 9 (1 want to strongly disagree
see him hurt and miserable) disagree
Do you strongly disagree with this, disagree or do you agree
agree or strongly agree?
strongly agree
o & [ 4 U [} Y 1
REVE | 3Awsmignd uinu[aanimatiiBig (1 also have Strongly disagree
feelings of hatred towards his family) disagree
Do you strongly disagree with this, disagree or do you agree
agree or strongly agree?
strongly agree
REV7 éUﬂ ( =Ué )@J'Eﬂ ngtﬁﬁj Strongly disagree
iﬁ'ﬁtg‘jﬂiﬂj[ﬁﬁmﬁmmﬁ (1 wish that something bad disagree
would happen to his family) agree
Do you strongly disagree with this, disagree or do you strongly agree
agree or strongly agree?
FORGL | storAwinmema Sim:diRumansifunid Strongly disagree
SSM{Y{RANIAGAYTA 9 (I can forgive him for what he disagree
did to my family and me) agree
Do you strongly disagree with this, disagree or do you strongly agree
agree or strongly agree?
FORG1B

BJUHANSUGITWIVAIYA Y (Please explain your answer) INAHIGUHA MOUBSHG HAWIN &




@Jfﬂﬁ ( Why can or can you not forgive him?)

FORG2 Strongly disagree

éi&ﬁ?‘ﬁg]l‘j M 9 (1 am still afraid of Grandpa)

disagree
Do you strongly disagree with this, disagree or do you

agree or strongly agree? agree

strongly agree

FORGZB | nyuynn §JUGISWIVAIHA Y (Please explain your answer) {NQHIGUHANGUSSE M2 (Why

are you or aren’t you afraid of Grandpa?)

FORG3 NUUUQ'] )| ﬁ?ﬁfsmimiggﬁ m iUﬁ'ﬁjrﬁ ( Please indicate your level of fear of Grandpa)

0 5 10
BSOHANHE n6g:IiR 0NAM K
(Not afraid) (Somewhat afraid) (Very Afraid)

=
C. 881K (Roles)

o1. iAgAw AR HEoIYs ANaS SIUAHARREINAIMIISS 2 (How do you perceive your role in this

process?)

02. IRHAWNR NN MR TIYE HNGNFIUA HRMINWATHY A HRMIGAY §h HATATIRY 2

=

(How do you perceive the role of ICfC, TPO, & filmmakers?)

03. IAHAWNR NN MR TIYE ANGNFIUAT HARTUATUISISRATZH 2 (How do you perceive the role

of the local facilitators?)
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ANNEX B - FOLLOW UP QUESTIONNAIRES (ENGLISH VERSIONS)

Part I. Former Khmer Rouge Questionnaire [Grandpa - individual interview]

A. General - Relationships & Process

30

El o

© N o w,

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

How do you feel now, after having participated in the project?

Did anything change for you after having participated in the project?

Why did you decide to participate in the project?

What were your expectations for this project in the beginning? Do you feel like these
expectations were met after the face-to-face dialogue?

Have you ever wished to talk face to face with the victims before? Why or why not?

How did you feel when ICfC & TPO asked you to participate in this project?

How did you feel when they asked you to meet Grandma and Aunt to discuss the past?

Did you feel prepared enough to meet Grandma and Aunt for the face-to-face dialogue? What
helped you the most in preparing for this dialogue? (Support from ICfC&TPO, video exchange,
etc.)

How do you think the use of video affected your participation in the project? (Did it help or did it
make you nervous/scared?)

How did your family feel about your participation in this project?

What was the most significant moment for you during this project? Why?

After you talked with the victims, how did you feel? Did any of your feelings change?

Do you feel satisfied with this project? Why or why not?

Do you think that those that were killed during the Khmer Rouge time period would be satisfied
with this project? Why or why not?

How is your relationship with the general community (commune-level)? Please describe your
relationship to the community with one of the following images:

Circle the picture that best describes your relationship with the
community at large. (S = Self; C = Community at Large)

O0-CO+AD KD« :O O

Do you think your relationship with the community (commune-level) has changed in any way
because of this project? Do you think it will change in any way because of this project?

Do you think your relationship with Grandma and Aunt has changed in any way because of this
project? If so, how has it changed?

Do you think your relationship with the families of Grandma and Aunt has changed in any way
because of this project? If so, how has it changed?



19.

20.

Do you think that this project will contribute to better community relationships (commune-
level)? Why or why not?
Since the face-to-face dialogue, how often have you talked with Grandma and Aunt?

1 - Daily

2 — Two-Three times a week
3 — Once a week

4 — Twice a Month

5 —0Once a Month

6 - Never

20b. If you talk to Grandma and Aunt, what do you talk about?

21.

22.
23.

24.
25.
26.
27.
28.

29.

B. Fear

Since the face-to-face dialogue, how often have you talked to the families of Grandma and Aunt?

1 —Daily

2 — Two-Three times a week
3 — Once a week

4 — Twice a Month

5 —0Once a Month

6 - Never

How do you feel about discussing your Khmer Rouge past with family members?

How do you feel about discussing your Khmer Rouge past with general community members?
Has this changed from before?

Was there anything that you were afraid of during this dialogue?

Was there anything that was done in the project that helped you with this fear?

Are you afraid of anything now?

What else needs to be done in the future in terms of victim - perpetrator relationships?

How do you plan on contributing in the future to helping maintain or develop relationships
between the participants in this project?

Is there anything else you would like to say?

For the

disagree or agree with each of the following statements.

following statements, please indicate your current thoughts and feelings. Indicate whether you

1 I am afraid of some members of my community. Do Strongly disagree 1
you strongly disagree with this, disagree or do you disagree 2
agree or strongly agree? agree 3
strongly agree 4
2 Please explain your answer.
3 Please indicate your level of fear.

0 5 10
Not afraid Somewhat afraid Very Afraid
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4 I am afraid of Grandma, Aunt & their families. Do Strongly disagree 1

you strongly disagree with this, disagree or do you disagree 2

agree or strongly agree? agree 3

strongly agree 4
5 Please explain your answer.
6 Please indicate your level of fear.
0 5 10
Not afraid Somewhat afraid Very Afraid

C. Roles

1. How do you perceive your role in this process?
2. How do you perceive the role of ICfC, TPO, & filmmakers?
3. How do you perceive the role of the local facilitators?
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Part Il. Victim Questionnaire [Grandma and Aunt - individual interviews]

A. General - Relationships & Process

LN EWNRE

[EY
o

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

How do you feel now, after having participated in the project?

Did anything change for you after having participated in the project?

Why did you decide to participate in the project?

What were your expectations for this project in the beginning?

Do you feel like these expectations were met after the face-to-face dialogue?

Have you ever wished to talk face to face with the perpetrator before? Why or why not?

How did you feel when ICfC & TPO asked you to participate in this project?

How did you feel when they asked you to meet Grandpa to discuss the past?

Did you feel prepared enough to meet Grandpa for the face-to-face dialogue? What helped you
the most in preparing for this dialogue? (Support from ICfC&TPO, video exchange, etc.)

. How do you think the use of video affected your participation in the project? (Did it help or did it

make you nervous/scared?)

How did your family feel about your participation in this project?

What was the most significant moment for you during the project? Why?

How did you feel when Grandpa acknowledged his wrongdoing?

After you talked with the perpetrator, how did you feel? Did any of your feelings change?

Do you feel satisfied with this project? Why or why not?

Do you think that those that were killed during the Khmer Rouge time period would be satisfied
with this project? Why or why not?

Was there anything else that you wanted to gain from this project that you didn’t receive?
(TRUTH)

How is your relationship with the general community (commune-level)? Please describe your
relationship to the community with one of the following images:

Circle the picture that best describes your relationship with the
community at large. (S = Self; C = Community at Large)

OO s(GO (I LD s <

Do you think your relationship with the community (commune-level) has changed in any way
because of this project? Do you think it will change in any way because of this project?

Do you think your relationship with Grandpa has changed in any way because of this project? If
so, how has it changed?

Do you think your relationship with the family of Grandpa has changed in any way because of
this project? If so, how has it changed?

Do you think that this project will contribute to better community relationships (commune-
level)? Why or why not?
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23. Since the face-to-face dialogue, how often have you talked with Grandpa?

1 — Daily

2 — Two-Three times a week
3 —Once a week

4 — Twice a Month

5 — Once a Month

6 - Never

23b. If you talk to Grandpa, what do you talk about?

24. Since the face-to-face dialogue, how often have you talked to the families of Grandpa?

1 - Daily

2 — Two-Three times a week
3 —Once a week

4 — Twice a Month

5 — Once a Month

6 - Never

25. How do you feel about discussing your Khmer Rouge past with family members?
26. How do you feel about discussing your Khmer Rouge past with general community members?

Has this changed from before?
27. Was there anything that you were afraid of during this dialogue?

28. Was there anything that was done in the project that helped you with this fear?

29. Are you afraid of anything now?

30. What else needs to be done in the future in terms of victim - perpetrator relationships here?
31. How do you plan on contributing in the future to helping maintain or develop relationships
between the participants in this project? General victim and perpetrator groups in the

commune?
32. Is there anything else you would like to say?

B. Revenge, Forgiveness, & Fear

family. Indicate whether you disagree or agree with each of the following statements.

For the following statements, please indicate your current thoughts and feelings toward Grandpa and his

REV1 I would like to make him suffer for what they did.
Do you strongly disagree with this, disagree or do you

agree or strongly agree?

Strongly disagree
disagree
agree

strongly agree

REV2 I wish that something bad would happen to him. Do you
strongly disagree with this, disagree or do you agree or

strongly agree?

Strongly disagree
disagree

agree

strongly agree
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REV3 I would like him to be held accountable. Do you strongly Strongly disagree 1
disagree with this, disagree or do you agree or strongly disagree 2
agree? agree 3
strongly agree 4
REV4 I would like to take revenge on him. Do you strongly Strongly disagree 1
disagree with this, disagree or do you agree or strongly disagree 2
agree? agree 3
strongly agree 4
REV5 | want to see him hurt and miserable. Do you strongly Strongly disagree 1
disagree with this, disagree or do you agree or strongly disagree 2
agree? agree 3
strongly agree 4
REV6 I also have feelings of hatred towards his family. Do you Strongly disagree 1
strongly disagree with this, disagree or do you agree or disagree 2
strongly agree? agree 3
strongly agree 4
REV7 | wish that something bad would happen to his family. Strongly disagree 1
Do you strongly disagree with this, disagree or do you disagree 2
agree or strongly agree? agree 3
strongly agree 4
FORG1 I can forgive him for what he did to my family and me. Strongly disagree 1
Do you strongly disagree with this, disagree or do you disagree 2
agree or strongly agree 3
agree? strongly agree 4
FORG1B |Please explain your answer. Why can or can you not forgive him?
FORG2 I am still afraid of Grandpa. Do you strongly disagree with Strongly disagree 1
this, disagree or do you agree or strongly agree? disagree 2
agree 3
strongly agree 4
FORG2B |Please explain your answer. Why are you or aren’t you afraid of Grandpa?
FORG3 Please indicate your level of fear of Grandpa.
0 5 10
Not afraid Somewhat afraid Very Afraid
C. Roles

1. How do you perceive your role in this process?

2. How do you perceive the role of ICfC, TPO, & filmmakers?

3. How do you perceive the role of the local facilitators?
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Part Ill. Local Facilitator Questionnaire [Group Discussion]

A. General - Relationships, Process, & Future

1. Why did you decide to participate in the project?

2. What were your expectations for this project in the beginning?

3. Do you feel like these expectations were met after the face-to-face dialogue?

4. Have you ever wished to facilitate discussion between victims and perpetrators before? Why or
why not?

5. How did you feel when ICfC & TPO asked you to participate in this project?

6. Did you feel prepared enough for the face-to-face dialogue? What helped you the most in
preparing for this dialogue? (Support from ICfC&TPO, video exchange, etc.)

7. Did you feel like you had enough support from ICfC & TPO?

8. How do you think the use of video affected the participants in the project? (Did it help the
participants or did it make them more nervous/scared?)

9. During the face-to-face dialogue, how did you feel?

10. Do you think this project was successful? Why or why not?

11. Do you think that this project will contribute to better community relationships (commune-
level)? Why or why not?

12. What were your challenges throughout this project?

13. What were your achievements throughout this project?

14. What knowledge or experience did you gain from this project?

15. How confident are you to use your knowledge and experience from this project in the future?

16. What else needs to be done in the future in terms of victim - perpetrator relationships here?

17. How do you plan on contributing in the future to helping maintain or develop relationships
between the participants in this project?

18. What recommendations do you have for improving this project?

19. Is there anything else that you would like to say?

B. Roles

1. How do you perceive your role in this process?

2. How do you perceive the role of ICfC, TPO, & filmmakers?

3. How do you perceive the role of the local facilitators?

Part IV. Family Questionnaire [Focus Group Discussion]

A. General - Relationships & Process

36

1.

ok wnN

L 0 N

Why did your family decide to participate in the project?

What were your expectations for this project in the beginning?

Do you feel like these expectations were met after the face-to-face dialogue?

Did anything change for you after having participated in the project?

Do you think this project was successful? Why or why not?

Have you ever wished that there was discussion between victims and perpetrators before? Why
or why not?

How did you feel when ICfC & TPO asked your family member to participate in this project?
What do you think your family member felt before, during, and after the face-to-face dialogue?
Do you think your family member had enough support from ICfC & TPO? Why or why not?

. Did you contribute to these project activities? If so, how and why did you contribute? If not, did

you want to, and in what way?



11. Do you think that this project will contribute to better community relationships (commune-
level)? Why or why not?

12. Do you think this project will encourage people to speak about the past? Why or why not?

13. What else needs to be done in the future in terms of victim - perpetrator relationships here?

14. How do you plan on contributing in the future to helping maintain or develop relationships
between the participants in this project?

15. What recommendations do you have for improving this project?

16. Is there anything else that you would like to say?

Part V. General Community Members [Individual Interviews - Village Chief, Commune Chief, Monk /
Focus Group Discussion - Stupa Building Committee]

1. Did you know about the face-to-face dialogue between the victim and perpetrator participants of

this project?

What were your expectations for this project in the beginning?

Do you feel like these expectations were met after the face-to-face dialogue?

Did anything change for you after having participated in the project?

How did you expect this project to affect the participants?

How did you expect this project to affect general community members?

Do you feel like these expectations were met after the face-to-face dialogue?

During the project, how do you think general community members perceived the project? Did

they know about it?

9. Do you think this project was successful? Why or why not?

10. Have you ever wished that there was discussion between victims and perpetrators before? Why
or why not?

11. Did you contribute to these project activities? If so, how and why did you contribute? If not, did
you want to, and in what way?

12. Do you think that this project will contribute to better community relationships (commune-
level)? Why or why not?

13. Do you think this project will encourage people to speak about the past? Why or why not?

14. What else needs to be done in the future in terms of victim - perpetrator relationships here?

15. How do you plan on contributing in the future to helping maintain or develop relationships
between the participants in this project? General victim and perpetrator groups in the
commune?

16. What recommendations do you have for improving this project?

17. Is there anything else that you would like to say?

N~ WN
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ANNEX B - FOLLOW UP QUESTIONNAIRES (KHMER VERSIONS)
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Circle the picture that best describes your relationship with the
community at large. (S = Self; C = Community at Large)
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Circle the picture that best describes your relationship with the
community at large.(S = Self; C = Community at Large)
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International Center for Conciliation -
Cambodia

No. 69 Sothearos Boulevard

Sangkat Tonle Bassac, Khan Chamkarmorn
Phnom Penh, Cambodia

= Phone: +855 23 695 65 12
// cambodia@centerforconciliation.org

Transcultural Psychosocial Organization -
Cambodia

#2 & 4, Corner Hanoi & Oknha Vaing Road
Sangkat Phnom Penh Thmey, Khan Sen Sok
PO Box: 1124

Phnom Penh, Cambodia

Phone: +855 23 63 66 992
www.tpocambodia.org

SFPPUBBORT HEIIVIHE
Transcultural Psychosocial Organization
Community Mental Health Programme

With funding from:




