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SUMMARY

Funded by the U.S. Institute for Peace, the Interfaith Peacebuilding Institute was designed to allow community leaders in conflict-affected Maluku Tengah (central Maluku) district, in Indonesia, to create a shared vision of community recovery through dialogue.  Forty participants attended the four-day event. 

Participants at the Institute explored many topics of mutual concern including traditional and religious resources for recovery and community approaches to peace and reconstruction.  The participants found dialogue to be a new and empowering form of communication, and they expressed a clear desire to continue dialogue within and between their communities.

While providing a dialogue experience for participants, the Institute was also a working laboratory in which the partners could learn lessons and work toward a model process for community-restoration dialogue.  Toward this end, the project included a research component.  Using a variety of forms of qualitative data, we discovered that participants converged in an appreciation for the dialogue process, a feeling of unity, strength in difference, and community building.  They also acknowledge differences in ideas about the role of religion in society and ways in which to integrate traditional, religious, and state forms of governance.

The Institute was very successful and provides a basis for continued work in the region and beyond.

BACKGROUND

The Conflict and Recovery

An incident between a Christian and a Muslim public bus drivers in Ambon Town in 1999 triggered a devastating conflict throughout the region, fueled both by local passion and external forces.  Although the conflict involved aggression between religious communities, the conflict was largely political in nature.  Over the course of the four years of conflict, more than 6,000 people were killed, and some 500,000 displaced.  Many villages were damaged, and some completely destroyed (International Crisis Group, 20022).

The conflict has now ended, the state of civil emergency in Maluku province was lifted in September 2003, and physical, economic, and social recovery has begun.  Many issues face these communities as thousands of internally displaced persons (IDPs) return home. 

The Institute was created as an avenue to begin developing a dialogue process to help communities in this recovery process.

Institute Purpose

The Institute was created to meet several goals:

1. To provide a safe place for community leaders to explore the conflict with special attention to its religious components as they relate to systems of larger influence.

2. To provide participants from specific conflict-impacted communities in the Maluku Tengah district an opportunity to co-create strategies for promoting peace within and between communities, drawing upon their separate and shared faith traditions, among other sources.

3. To build the capacity of participants to engage in new forms of dialogue for effective communication between groups.

4. To identify specific activities that community leaders can implement that will add to creating a peaceful environment conducive to community recovery.

5. To promote interfaith coalition building between leaders as a model for communities to encourage re-integration and community recovery.

6. To document a particular process and assess the impact of the process in helping participants attain desired peaceful strategies.

7. To disseminate insights gained from this project to others interested in peace building dialogue.

The Institute Partners

The Institute was organized by three partners—The International Catholic Migration Commission (ICMC), the Public Dialogue Consortium (PDC), and The Institute for Social Transformation (INSIST).  The partners offered different types of experience, but each is committed to peace processes, and all work regularly in communities.  For the Institute, ICMC provided overall coordination, fiscal management, and research assistance; the PDC provided process-design consultation and research coordination; and INSIST provided facilitation and research assistance.

ICMC was established in 1951 to facilitate services on behalf of refugees, migrants, and the internally displaced.  Today, it has grown into a broad network of member agencies, national and international partners in 82 countries.  ICMC seeks to promote durable solutions that are just and sustainable.  ICMC promotes the principles of solidarity with the uprooted, the dignity of the individual, good stewardship of donor and community resources, and a preferred option for work and services to the poor and marginalized.

ICMC began operations in Indonsia in September 1999 and first entered the Maluku Province in June 2000 to implement capacity building programs for NGOs working with protection issues affecting displaced and host communities.  ICMC currently works with 100 communities addressing issues of displacement, re-integration, and recovery in the Maluku Province.

The Public Dialogue Consortium, based in the United States, is a non-profit agency specializing in community dialogue.  This organization works nationally and internationally with communities of all types in designing and facilitating processes in which community members can explore issues of importance and create livable futures.

INSIST (Institute for Social Transformation), a Yogyakarta based organization that was founded in June 1997 is a nonprofit and nongovernmental organization. INSIST specializes in strengthening civil society by developing the capacity of non governmental organization and other civil society organizations including socio-religious organizations and community leaders.

Participants

The participants were a diverse group from 8 sub-districts within Maluku Tengah District, representing all but two sub-districts on Seram Island.  Out of the 41 participants, six were female and 34 were male.  There were 8 representatives from different religious institutions:  Muslim, Catholic, and Protestant, and 1 government official representing the Department of Religion.  Among the community-based participants, 22 were either from a displaced community and/or its neighboring community, while 7 participants were from areas where returns have or are in the process of occurring.  Community-based participants filled the following roles:


Religious Leaders – 15 participants


Government Heads of Villages – 4 participants


Traditional Leaders – 8 participants


Youth Leaders – 5 participants

THEORETICAL ORIENTATION

Practical Theory and Action Research
This project was guided by a distinct way of working that both honors community participants and contributes to practical knowledge that is useful beyond the particular community involved.  Together, this orientation involves two related traditions—practical theory and action research.

In contrast to traditional scientific theory, which describes and explains events in abstract, generalized, law-like terms, practical theory aims to provide a set of principles that enable actors to understand real situations and make decisions about how to act in the face of complexity (Littlejohn & Foss, in press; Craig & Tracy, 1995).  Rather than depict a phenomenon “as it is” objectively, practical theory frames events as goal-seeking situations.  Cronen (2001) defines practical theory as a set of connected ideas that allow individuals to make informed decisions about how to proceed in the difficult situations they face in their lives.  According to Cronen, a good practical theory is one that helps actors explore what is unique about the situation, weigh the powers and limits of various courses of action that might be used to achieve goals, work for positive outcomes, and learn from experience.   For example, a social scientific theory offering a linear model of factors causing conflict might help scholars understand political forces, but by itself would not be very helpful to people struggling with courses of action in a conflict area such as Maluku.  On the other hand, a practical theory of community organization that identifies actions that oppress and empower groups could provide guidance for how to evaluate what is going on and some principles for how to act into this situation in a way that could lead to positive results.

In traditional social research, scientists make observations of “subjects” in order to explain human thought and behavior.  In action research, scholars engage community members collaboratively in action designed to achieve positive outcomes and learn systematically from the process  (Pilotta, et. al, 2001; Stringer, 1996).   Spano (2001) identifies three common characteristics of this kind of work.  First, action research is participative.  In other words, actual community members do something together.  Persons, then, are actors, not just objects of observation.  Second, the “researchers” are facilitators, working to engage participants in a process that is meaningful to them within their situation.  Finally, action research aims to produce practical outcomes.  In other words, the participants themselves benefit materially from the process.  
The Communication Perspective

The Interfaith Peacebuilding Institute was based on the idea that human beings create their worlds through interaction.  Sometimes called the communication perspective (Pearce, 1989), this approach is based on the tradition of social constructionism (Littlejohn & Domenici, 2001; Pearce, 1995; Gergen, 1985; Gergen, 1982). When human experience is examined from this perspective, communication becomes more than a conduit for transmitting information, is the medium in which we construct the realities of our lives.  How we communicate—including language and other rituals, forms, and symbols—gives meaning and expression to the objects of our experience.  When we take a communication perspective, then, we become aware of the power of relationships and connections within families, communities of faith, workplaces, neighborhoods, and even larger political systems.

Forms of communication are especially significant in conflict situations.  The way in which we communicate with one another and the language we use to talk about ourselves and other people produce and reflect the ways in which community members understanding their differences and their relationships within a system.  Communication processes embody forms of action that divide or connect, polarize or diversify, demean or dignify, and destroy or create.  Our concerns, goals, and ideas are important, but the way in which we choose to interact on these subjects is crucial.

With a communication perspective, we are less interested in “what happened as a result of” the dialogue and more interested in “what got made” in the conversation.  What kind of social world was created in the process?  As a result, our analysis of the Institute focuses on discourse and a search for the meaning that is constructed there.

Dialogue Theory

Dialogue, the centerpiece of the Institute, is a special kind of conversation in which people can (1) recognize that their perspective is one of many and tell their story in a way that acknowledges others; (2) know that there are good reasons for each person’s perspectives within their own social worlds; (3) allow space for others to express what is most important to them; (4) honor the life experiences which lead to this moment in the conversation; (5) believe that it is possible for people to be open to the life experiences of others without negating or undermining the significance of their own experiences, beliefs, and values; and (6) together create ways to move forward constructively in managing and coordinating a diversity of opinions, ideas, and goals.  In short, a good dialogue process is a “container” in which participants explore important issues and together create a workable learning community.  

Dialogue differs from debate, diatribe, and force by offering the potential for exploring issues humanely and constructively, building positive relationships through diversity, and finding healthy and peaceful ways to explore differences without obliterating cherished beliefs, values, and practices (Pearce & Littlejohn, 1997; Littlejohn & Domenici, 2001; Spano, 2001).  Although there are many traditions of dialogue, we rely primarily here on the ideas of Jewish theologian Martin Buber (1958).

In Buber’s vision, dialogue is not just a set of “techniques” but “a way of being with others.”  When we fail to acknowledge the complexity of other people, we treat them as if they were objects to be manipulated, removed, or altered—a form of life that Buber calls the I-It relationship.   When engaged in dialogue, participants are open to the mystery of the other, are curious about the experiences and thinking that have led to current positions, and are aware that each of us have had unique life journeys that affect their beliefs, attitudes, and ways of being in the world.  This Buber names the I-Thou relationship.  

Participants in this kind of dialogue are able and willing to express what is most important to them, while also hearing and understanding the experiences and values of others.  Buber likened this process to “walking the narrow ridge,” which can be described as holding your ground while remaining profoundly open to others (Pearce & Pearce, 1999).  In dialogue, you speak your heart clearly and truthfully, but listen carefully and respectfully to what others hold dear.  This means that you . . . 

· Recognize that your perspective is one of many and tell your story in a way that acknowledges others;

· Know that there are good reasons for each person’s perspectives within their own social worlds;

· Allow space for others to express what is most important to them;

· Honor the life experiences which bring you to this moment in the conversation; 

· Believe that it is possible for you to be open to the life experiences of others without negating or undermining the significance of your own experiences, beliefs, and values;
· Together create ways to move forward constructively in managing and coordinating a diversity of opinions, ideas, and goals.
Pearce and Littlejohn (1997) refer to this kind of discourse as transcendent, or transformative.  It allows participants to work through issues in a new way, to find places that transcend conflict and allows for a productive discussion in which a healthy co-creation can occur (See also Littlejohn, in press).  Such discussion is educative, in that participants learn significant new things; it is generative because it leads to newly shared insights; and it is reflective because it encourages participants to explore the powers and limits of their own ideas and those of others.

Symbolic Convergence Theory

As a useful tool for understanding the social realities of a group, symbolic convergence theory draws our attention to the ways in which groups co-construct a common reality (Bormann, Cragan & Shields, 2001).  This theory calls our attention to the structure of discourse that reveals the developing realities of a group.  As such, it was very useful to us in helping to interpret what was being accomplished at our Institute.  Specifically, we looked for the ideas and language forms on which participants converged, including their mutual understanding of their differences.

Convergence establishes a kind of rhetorical vision, which reflects the group’s shared understanding of its past, present, and future.  Rhetorical visions may reflect the group’s understanding of the here and now or in faraway places at other times.

Rhetorical visions reflect a deep structure that constitutes the group’s sense of reality at any given time.  These deep structures are like master analogues that guide our sense of what is right, how we should relate to others, and how to act in practical life.

INSTITUTE DESIGN AND PROCESS

The Design Process

A small team of representatives from the three partnering agencies worked together over a four-day period in Yogyakarta to design the Institute.  This team consisted of the project director, research coordinator, and facilitators.  The team wrote the following principles to guide design decisions:

1. Participation—The Institute should be participatory.

2. Facilitation—The processes should facilitate participant exploration of their own issues.

3. Transparency—The purpose of the Institute and its process should be open.

4. Needs based—The Institute should address needs of the participants as expressed by them.

5. Equality/democracy—Participants should be treated equally and given equal opportunity to express what is important to them.

6. Empowerment—Participants should be encouraged to express their feelings about issues of importance and be engaged with one another.

7. Inclusiveness—To the extent possible, the dialogue should broadly represent the religions of the region, include representatives from a variety of geographical areas, involve displaced persons and communities members not displaced, and include original community members and non-original members.  

8. Sensitivity—The Institute must be sensitive to differences of all kinds.  The staff should be especially careful in how language is used.

In accordance with these principles, the group set out to design a process that would . . . 

· Allow participants to explore their experiences, needs, knowledge, ideas and hopes;

· Enrich participants’ learning;

· Encourage networking and coalition-building;

· Offer an opportunity to create a common vision and to write a declaration;

· Create an atmosphere of freedom and respect;

· Establish a feeling of togetherness;

· Allow a sense of ownership in the process;

· Provide time for participants to feel relaxed and have a good time;

· Build a sense of satisfaction among the participants in the process;

· Open understanding of the experiences of being victim;

· Encourage dissemination of participants’ learning.

Institute Design

Although the design team established a day-by-day outline as a starting place, this was to be used only as a guide.  It would be important for the staff to be flexible and adapt the activities of the Institute as it progressed.  Consequently, the team built in a design-modification process within the Institute itself, so that the steering committee and facilitators could make daily changes as needed.  In this way, each day’s activities could build on the accomplishments of the previous day.

The Institute included several types of activities:

1. Opening ceremony—In this opening, several officials gave welcome speeches,  and the session was officially opened by the striking of a ceremonial drum.

2. Daily roll call—As a ritual, the roll call enabled participants to identify one another and to declare their presence and commitment to participate.

3. Games and icebreakers—These provided an opportunity to reduce tension, increase enjoyment, and facilitate togetherness.

4. Small group dialogues—In small facilitated groups, participants had the opportunity to talk about issues important to them.

5. Plenary sessions and large group discussions—These facilitated sessions allowed the assembly to hear reports from groups, discuss these reports, identify themes and topics of concern, and reflect on what was happening.

6. Group reflections—Everyday, as a ritual, we invited representatives to come into a conversation circle and reflect on the learning of the day.  

7. Insight cards—Everyday participants were given cards on which they could write down their insights from the day.  The insight cards were put on the wall for participants to read the next day.
Institute Process

The Institute sessions were facilitated by a team of six facilitators and conducted in Bahasa Indonesia.  The actual process as it unfolded is outlined in Table 1.

Table 1

Institute Process Outlined

	Monday Morning

Opening ceremony & roll call

Salad bowl groups:  Participants moved from opening area to plenary area (across the room).  There they “made a salad” of various ingredients and formed salad bowl groups.  In the groups they discussed how the ingredient they selected symbolized something important to them.  Groups then discussed hopes for the Institute.

Salad group reports:  The first group introduced themselves and reported their hopes (on flip charts).

Monday Afternoon

Group reports continued:  The other groups introduced themselves and reported their hopes

Plenary discussion:  

· The hopes of the various groups were discussed.

· A revised conference schedule was negotiated.

· A set of discussion guidelines was generated.  Called “Do’s” and “Don’ts.”

· Icebreaker

· Topics were generated for small-group discussion, and individuals signed up for the topics groups:  (1) Diversity as the New Capital of Maluku; (2)  Pela Gandong as a basis for reconciliation; (3) The Role of Religious and Community Leaders in Reconciliation; (4) Reconstruction of the Physical and Mental Maluku Society; (5) How to Solve Poverty

(Overnight, the facilitators clustered and organized the group hopes into a single, unified list.)

Tuesday Morning

Roll call

Insight cards were collected.

Facilitators presented their summary of hopes and asked the participants to think about these.

After an icebreaker, the participants broke into their topics groups (from yesterday.)

· Round 1—Discussed topics in original groups (from yesterday)

· Round 2—Same topics, but participants rotated on a self-selected basis.

Tuesday Afternoon

After a brief icebreaker, the facilitators led a discussion of their consolidated list of hopes, having the group refine these.  They then organized their hopes in terms of concerns, visions, and actions.

Morning groups reported on their topic discussions with plenary discussion of each report.  (Final group report to take place tomorrow morning.)

Participants were invited into a reflection-group fish bowl to reflect on the day.  Reflectors stood up one at a time and made comments.

Wednesday Morning

Roll Call

Insight cards were collected.

Group report from yesterday (last group)

Did we get it right?  Facilitators presented what we heard yesterday and asked if we got it right.  Discussion ensued.

Facilitators introduced the topic of religion.  Each participant put suggested topics on a card.  These were collected and put on a poster.  From this, the group identified three topical areas for small group dialogue:

1. Religion and fanaticism

2. Religion and real life

3. Religion and diversity

Wednesday Afternoon

After a brief icebreaker, the three dialogue groups were formed.  These facilitated groups were designed to move to a deep dialogue on the subjects without worrying about a product.  A few points could be reported out.  

A reflection group provided insights on the day.

Insight cards were addressed with the request that participants address the following four questions:

· What has been the most interesting thing to you about this dialogue?

· What have been some of your feelings during the dialogue?

· What does your heart tell you that your communities most need?

· What subjects cannot yet be discussed that will need to be addressed later?

Thursday Morning

Roll call

Insight cards were collected.  They were posted on the wall.

The group had a plenary discussion of the bullet points from each of the religion dialogues from yesterday.  

During the break, the research assistants interviewed participants about their feelings on the religious issues and the dialogue process.

The group returned to its hopes, now clustered into three categories—concerns, visions, and actions.  They discussed these and generated large-group ratings on a scale from 1-10 on how well they had accomplished their goals so far.

The group next had a discussion on four points of what we heard yesterday.  Facilitators asked, “Did we get it right?”

The facilitator asked the group what topic has not been discussed that should be, and they suggested IDPs.  A large-group discussion ensued on this topic.  The facilitator asked the group if they would like to explore this topic more in small groups, but most wanted to continue in the large group so that everyone could benefit from the stories told.

Thursday Afternoon

The discussion on IDPs continued.

A whole-group reflection was facilitated in which participants addressed the four insight-card questions from Wednesday popcorn style. 

Thursday evening

Closing ceremony and party.




RESEARCH

The Institute included a significant research component designed to document the process, assess its impact, and gain insights that would enable us to refine the process and move toward a model that might be used elsewhere in the region and world.  
The Guiding Framework

The designers created a guiding framework to help structure “what we heard” in the dialogue.  This framework consisted of a set of general categories to guide our observations about process, content, and outcomes. This framework is consistent with our original grant proposal, the theoretical approach, and our research method.  It provides a guidance on “where to look” in interpreting the data we collected.

· Participant experiences, needs, hopes, and ideas

· Atmosphere of satisfaction and safety

· Common vision permitting understanding, networking, coalition building, and approaches for recovery.

· Dissemination of participant learning

Notice that religion, religious values, and inter-faith issues are not explicitly identified in the framework.  The design team did not want to force a religious context onto the dialogue.  Instead, we wanted to allow the participants, all of whom are involved in religion in various ways, to decide for themselves what place, if any, religion should take in the dialogue.  As we report later, religion did assume importance in the dialogue.

Research Questions
The guiding framework outlined above helped us focus our interpretations.  We used the following questions to structure our observations and discussions:

1. How do participants experience the environment and process of the Institute, how do they differ in this, and how does this experience change over the course of the week?
2. How do participants express their experiences, hopes, and ideas?
3. What kind of social worlds are being made?  How do these evolve over the course of the Institute?  To what extent do the social worlds that are made here reflect the following, and how do participants express these types of accomplishment?
· A common vision
· Networking
· Coalition building
· Strategies and community approaches
· Mutual understanding
4. How do participants talk about dissemination of their learning?  What does dissemination mean to them?
5. To what extent and in what ways does religion enter into the participants’ discussion?  To what extent is it a context for understanding their stories, hopes, and ideas, and to what extent does their conversation focus on religious values?  How do they construct their use of religious concepts in their comments and discussions?
6. To what extent and in what ways do participants use religious values as a joining place, common ground, or community-building resource?
Method
Following naturalistic inquiry, we used a variety of types of qualitative data and interpreted these in collaboration with Institute staff and participants (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  The researchers consisted of the following individuals:

 Project director—General oversight, design, and interpretation of data

 Research coordinator—Shared oversight, design, interpretation of data, report drafting

 Research assistants—Notetaking and debriefing

 Research assistant coordinator—Organization of research notes and debriefing

 Facilitators—Observation and debriefing

 Participants—Production of discourse and interpretation checking
The following research data were gathered.  Each of these forms of data consisted of discourse, both content notes and actual language used.

1. Research assistant notes—For as many of the sessions as possible, the research assistants recorded content, capturing as much as possible the actual words and phrases used in the discussions.  Observation collection forms were submitted to a coordinator following each session.  The coordinator worked closely with the research assistants to help assure the highest quality record possible. Guidelines for research notes are outlined in Table 2.  The notes were interpreted and summarized by a bilingual member of the team.

2. Facilitator debriefs—The five facilitators met daily to debrief, share their impressions and write these down on a daily impressions form.  Table 3 lists the questions addressed by facilitators in their debriefing sessions. 
3.  Group reflections—At the end of each day, we asked a different group of participants to have a reflective discussion in a fishbowl format.  These sessions allowed participants themselves to say what was meaningful to them in the ongoing discussion.  
4. Participant insight cards—At the end of each day, we passed out cards to the participants and invited them to write down insights they gained that day.  The information from the cards was typed up and translated.
5. Participant checking—On the final two days of the Institute, we shared our interpretations with the group to see if we got it right.  Participants had a chance to refine or change our interpretations in a plenary discussion.
6. Daily staff debriefings—Twice a day—mid-day and evening—the staff met to share impressions.  These sessions were recorded into notes.
7. Significant collective outputs—All products produced by the group as a whole (or by subgroups) were transcribed and translated.  These included (1) expectations for the Institute, (2) topical group reports, and (3) group reflections.
8. Post-Institute participant interviews—These depth interviews were conducted in the field with 10 participants approximately one month following the Institute.  (See Table 4).
The project director and research coordinator interpreted this data by looking for clusters of convergence and difference.  This analysis process consisted of a back-and-forth movement from data to interpretation (Frey, Botan & Kreps, 2000, pp. 262-264; Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  We made several passes through the data, continually testing and revising our categories until we were satisfied that our interpretation was useful and appropriate.  Post-Institute interview data allowed us to test our interpretation further.

TABLE 2

GUIDELINES FOR RESEARCH NOTES

	Small and Large Group Dialogues

Narrative Flow:  Write down as much of the discussion as possible, noting the language used as carefully as possible without commentary or interpretation.  

Observations:  Describe special moments in the group, noting what happened at that moment and what was being discussed.  For instance, did everyone clap and cheer?  Did people cry?  Did they get excited and all talk at once?  Did they show disapproval in their faces?  Did they disagree openly with something said?  Did they say they agreed?  Did they laugh and share a humorous moment? 

Group Reports
Record faithfully what group reporters said.  Again, exact words and phrases are important.  In addition, note how the audience responds.  Did they laugh, show agreement, or show disagreement? 

Reflections:  Make note of the following things in reflection groups:

· What key things did the speakers bring out?

· What seemed to excite the reflection groups?

· What shared ideas or common themes did they notice?

· What differences did they see?

What connections did they make?




TABLE 3

DAILY FACILITATOR DEBRIEF QUESTIONS

	1. Describe discussion topics that seemed to produce tension within the group.  Did you get a sense from the group about what might make these difficult/challenging questions?

2. What emotions seemed to be particularly strong within the groups you facilitated?  How did they show these emotions?  What do you think that this meant to them as a group?

3. When did participants appear to get excited as a group?  How did they show their excitement?  What do you think the excitement meant to them?

4. Were there times when everyone in the group seemed to totally agree with something?  When did this happen?  What were people talking about?  How did you know that they were in agreement?

5. Were there times when everyone in the group seemed to totally disagree with something?  When did this happen?  What were people talking about?  How did you know that they were in agreement?

6. What do people seem to be coming together on?

7. What do people seem to be divided on at this point?

8. What process suggestions do you have for tomorrow?

	Process

Post-institute interviews were conducted October 14 – 28, 2003, approximately one month after the Institute.  The project director and an ICMC staff member who had also served as a facilitator, created a schedule of questions and established guidelines for the interviews.  Four main questions were identified, and probing questions were added as appropriate to gather more in-depth information within each interview.  The guiding questions and suggestions for probing questions are as follows:

1.  Did you share information – process, results, experiences, etc. – from the Institute with people in your home community?

 What did you tell them?

 Do you have plans to continue talking with people about the Institute?

 What are some of the reasons you might not choose or be able to talk with people?

 Is anyone asking you questions?  What type of questions?

 Have people in your community expressed a desire to have dialogue?

2.  Have you been in contact with other participants following the Institute?

 If you have, what have you talked about?

3.  What type of expectations do you have following your participation in the Institute?

4.  Do you have suggestions for ICMC on how we can best support you?

Four ICMC program officers were chosen to conduct the interviews, and they received a two-hour training on the procedures.  The interviewers wrote out the answers and submitted this information. Two sets of data, in Bahasa Indonesia and English, were analyzed according to content and common themes.

Who was interviewed?   

Out of the 36 participants, 11 (30%) participated in a post-institute interview.  

Sex






3 Females

8 Males

Participant Community Status:


3 Displaced Communities


1 Recently Returned Community


3 Pre-conflict (neighboring) Community


4 Communities not engaged in negotiations (religious institution association)


Religious Affiliation


5 Muslim

5 Christian 


1 Catholic

Role in Community


5 Community-based religious leaders


1 Traditional Community leader


1 Government Head of Village

4 Associated with a religious institution


TABLE 4

POST-INSTITUTE INTERVIEWS

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Overview

Our analysis focuses on clusters of convergence and difference.  Convergence is the expression of a shared meaning.  We identified a cluster as a place where several forms of discourse seemed to come together to suggest an emerging element of a shared social reality.  In the case of a convergence cluster, the joining place was an area reflecting shared ideas, while a difference cluster would be a place that reflects the group’s acknowledgement of its differences.  We need to make an important distinction here between a difference as we might observe it (blue eyes, brown eyes) and a difference the participants themselves seem to understand and express in their discourse.  We are avoiding using the term divergence—sometimes used in this kind of research—as this implies “going apart,” or establishing separate social realities.  Instead, we found it more appropriate and useful to look at the common social reality that included both clusters of convergence and difference.  

Process convergence, or the creation of a common understanding of the dialogue process, included five clusters:

 Discovery of dialogue

 A feeling of empowerment through dialogue

 Engagement with the process

 An attitude of mutuality

 Development of trust

Content convergence revolved around three clusters:

 Unity

 Strength through difference

 Community building

Three difference clusters were also found:

 Religion

 Relationship between legal systems:  traditional, religious, and state

 Leadership

In this section, we present our analysis of the data.  This section is divided into five parts:  (1) process convergence, (2) content convergence, (3) difference clusters, (4) areas of difficulty, and (5) general satisfaction indicators.  

Convergence Clusters

Convergence is a process in which a shared set of meanings is constructed through social interaction.  It is a way of identifying what gets created in a communication episode or conversation.  Consistent with our theoretical orientation, as summarized earlier in the monograph, convergence identifies an important outcome of the dialogue process, the establishment of a way in which communicators come to a shared understanding of their experience, or a mutual social reality.  

In this study, we found two genres of convergence—process and content.  The former reflects a shared understanding of the dialogue process, while the latter shows convergence on topical issues.

Process Convergence.  We found a strong convergence around dialogue as a communication process, detecting five inter-related clusters in this area:  (1) Discovery of dialogue, (2) a feeling of empowerment through dialogue, (3) engagement with the process, (4) an attitude of mutuality, (5) development of trust.  Process convergence is outlined in Table 5.

TABLE 5

PROCESS CONVERGENCE

	Clusters
	Aspects of Social Reality

	Discovery of dialogue
	Dialogue is new to us.

	Feeling of empowerment
	This dialogue process makes us feel valued.

	Engagement with the process
	We are communicating seriously in this process.

	Attitude of mutuality
	Our dialogue is based on confidence and respect.

	Development of trust
	We find the process safe, and we feel honored by others.


The first cluster in this area is the discovery of dialogue, which obviously came as a new form of communication to these participants.  A significant moment occurred on the second day during the group reflection, when the group expressed a realization that the facilitators actually trusted them and that their own discussion was to be taken seriously.  This same idea was expressed on other occasions as well.  During the afternoon of the first day, the participants realized that this would not be a “seminar” with outside speakers, but a discussion.  Numerous participants reflected on this shift in their insight cards after the second day, making comments such as, “We got something new through this method,” and, “Many of my experiences have not been found using other discussion techniques . . . this is new material for us.”  This cluster was also reinforced in most of the post-institute interviews.

The second process-convergence cluster is a feeling of empowerment.  Not only was the method new to the participants, but they repeatedly expressed the idea that they felt trusted to discuss their own issues, manage their differences, and explore solutions through the dialogue process.  They found that dialogue helped them go to a deeper level of exploration and built a feeling of strength within the group.  When asked quite directly by facilitators the third day, participants affirmed that the process gave them a sense of outcome or accomplishment, that it made them feel that their ideas were being taken seriously, and that the staff understood what they were trying to say.  They appreciated the fact that we were taking careful notes.  In setting up their expectations for the dialogue, the group clearly stated that they would take their own authority; acknowledge the conflict, but get past it; improve their belief in reconciliation and learn by talking to one another.  One participant echoed the sentiments of others in the post-institute interviews, by saying, “The process is important because it awakens people to their rights about talking freely and helps people learn about the conditions of society.”

The third process-convergence cluster is engagement with the process.  On numerous occasions, participants both stated and showed that they took the process seriously and engaged it well.  After the second day, the participant reflection group agreed that the process was very positive and valuable.  There was much affirmation of satisfaction, and the discussions were serious and intense.  Participants seemed to listen well and appreciate the fact that they could talk respectfully.  Even the most difficult discussion, related to the problem of IDPs (internally displaced persons), was passionate, personal, and respectful.  

Fourth, participants seemed to converge around an attitude of mutuality.  In other words, they approached the dialogue with positive regard for the other, clarity of self, and respectful interaction.  One indication of this was the time spent pondering language and searching for the right words that could express strongly held views in a respectful manner. The group confirmed the fourth day that they felt confident in their views, yet safe to share their experiences with one another.  During the very difficult IDP discussion (addressed later), the group showed that they did not have to “push” an idea in order to “discuss” it.  

One significant moment occurred after a somewhat polarized discussion when the facilitator noticed that the two sides—Muslim and Christian—were sitting on opposite sides of the circle.  He asked the group deliberately to mix the seating, and the discussion was suddenly transformed.  This was a watershed moment for the group, as participants saw immediately what had been happening.  The shift in seating became a symbol for the search for unity.  One man called this moment “a personal calling,” while another said that, “We are different, but we are one.”  

Participant insight cards expressed this attitude of mutuality, using terms such as braid, knit, gratitude, brotherhood, and harmony.  One participant, for example, wrote, “The dialogue is an opportunity to listen to each other, find each other, and although our perceptions may be different, we can broaden our thinking so that we can create a single perception,” while another wrote, “We are required to learn about each other’s knowledge and experience, and to gain understanding about the differences so that the feelings of unity and association can be re-constructed so that there will be greater reconciliation between people.”  

The fifth process cluster—related to the other four—is the development of trust.  Facilitators noticed that the participants were not afraid to talk about the hard subjects, and participants themselves expressed a feeling of trust on many occasions throughout the week.  In reflections, participants said that the discussions were serious, yet polite, easy-going, and friendly.  Participants also expressed a feeling of growing trust in their insight cards as well.

Content Convergence.  We found three subject-matter areas in which participants seemed to come together.  These are (1) unity, (2) strength through difference, and (3) community building.  Each of these has several dimensions, as outlined in Table 6.

TABLE 6

CONTENT CONVERGENCE

	Cluster
	Dimensions
	Aspects of social reality

	Unity
	Conflict & reconciliation

Shared religious values

Culture & tradition
	We recognize the damage of our conflict and our need for reconciliation.

We share religious values and the belief in the right of everyone to have religion.

We are united by our common heritage and tradition.

	Strength through difference
	Diversity as capital

Tolerance across religious lines

Adat-agama-negara
	Our differences are an asset.

We must respect others’ religious beliefs and practices.

Our governance must integrate religious, traditional, and state law.

	Community building
	Physical, economic, and mental reconstruction

Leadership

Dialogue

Honest government

Socialization
	We are committed to rebuilding our communities.

In order to rebuild our communities, we need religious, governmental, and organizational leadership.

We must continue the dialogue in our own communities.

We need responsible, accountable, and fair government help.

We must disseminate the process and results of this conference and follow up in appropriate ways.


The first cluster is what we have come to call unity, or an expressed feeling of being united as a group formerly in conflict.  Some expressions of this cluster include “a common humanity and culture, including loving, caring, building, and earning;” “a desire to bridge the separation caused by the conflict;” “the need for harmony;” and “the desire to coalesce and make peace; and to unite, arm-in-arm.”  Unity is described by participants further as “an opening between each other,” “a brotherhood and love among humanity,” “a togetherness which braids us together,” and “esteem for each other.”  More specifically, the unity cluster is defined by a number of dimensions:  (1) Conflict and reconciliation; (2) shared religious values and religion as a human right; and (3) culture and tradition. 

Participants were clearly tired of the conflict, and they found unity in their discussion of the conflict, its aftermath, and the need for reconciliation.  They felt the need to acknowledge the conflict, but they also wanted to move past it through reconciliation.  They were unanimous in their belief that the conflict was caused by clashing interests, not religions, and they continually expressed their desire to avoid having those interests provoke their respective communities.   The participants noted that the conflict led to many adverse changes, including the transformation of familiarity to estrangement, disrespect, low tolerance, and worsening economic conditions.  A positive outcome of the conflict was the resulting longing for recovery, a felt need for dialogue, and a reminder of the importance of shared customs.  As one participant indicated on an insight card, “I realized that the conflict only brought the society misery and we need to see the lessons in order for it not to happen again.”

Another expression of unity was the acknowledgement of shared religious values, including love, tolerance, and caring.  When divided into small groups to discuss religion, every group identified such values.  One group came to call this “open faith.”  In the discourse, we heard expressions such as these:  “You have to love others as you love yourself.”  “We come from the same place.”  “Don’t push your religion.”  “Religion is a human right.”  “Respect the faith/scriptures of other people and of communities.”  

The third basis for unity is culture and tradition.  The group strongly affirmed that they have a common understanding of their culture, and that this can become the basis for unity among them, even though their religions may differ.  Traditional law, or adat, should be respected and strengthened.  The importance of culture was especially powerful in the group’s discussion of pela, a traditional inter-village alliance system.  According to Bartels (2000), three different types of pela can be identified:  (1) hard pela or pela keras; (2) pela of the uterus or pela gandong, and (3) soft pela or pela tempat sirih.  Pela gandong is often based on several clans in different villages claiming common ancestry.  Historically, a pela pact concluded with a powerful oath, and a curse upon any potential transgressor of the agreement.  The participants then drank palm wine with blood from the leaders of the two parties.  The exchange of blood sealed the brotherhood.  The group was very strong about pela gandong as a symbol and basis for reconciliation.  Some of the younger participants were not as familiar with this idea as older participants, but they soon came to see it as a potentially powerful source of identify and wanted to learn more.

In sum, then, the first cluster of unity consists of convergence on the desire for reconciliation, shared religious values and religion as a human right, and culture and tradition.  The second content cluster is strength through difference.  The group came to see their differences not as a liability, but as a positive resource.  This idea came out in several ways throughout the week, all of which seemed to point to diversity as a kind of social capital.  One group reported, for example, that diversity is a philosophy like a salad that includes delicious fruit from a diverse garden that is a place of beauty.  The participants created a new term, “inclusive faith,” to mean that one’s faith is accompanied by an appreciation of the faith of others.

The idea of strength through difference was also seen in what various participants came to deplore—the ugly side of human beings that wants to control and degrade others, the lack of justice, the abundance of fanaticism, taking formal religious symbols as more important than relationships, and nepotism in government and religion.  

In regard to strength through difference, a particularly important discussion revolved around  three different forms of governance—adat (traditional law), agama (religious law), and negara (state law). These can be quite different, yet need to be integrated into community life.  On this point, everyone agreed:  Government, custom, and religion should work together and support each other.  The group could not agree, however, on how these forms of law should be blended or balanced, a point to which we return in our discussion of difference.

The third content cluster is community building, and on this point, the group came strongly together.  In particular, the group came to identify five aspects of community building for the future:  (1) Physical, economic, and mental reconstruction; (2) leadership; (3) dialogue; (4) honest government; and (5) socialization.

There can be no question from the discourse of the Institute that community reconstruction is uppermost in everyone’s mind.  Reconstruction will require economic recovery, rebuilding, and restoration of community mental health.  In particular, participants were concerned about rebuilding religious, educational, and health facilities.  Some steps toward recovery include asking the government for direct support, assuming greater community control, learning and improving necessary skills, and working on mental recovery.

Participants said that leadership—including religious, governmental, and organizational—is an important ingredient in recovery.  Of special concern was the need for organizers who can broker relationships with religious organizations, the government, and NGOs on matters of reconstruction.  Sometimes this may mean mediation to help manage possible clashes between power structures in the community.  Religious leaders have a special role in several areas, including providing moral teaching, resisting fanaticism, meeting with other religious leaders, and being a partner with government.  Community leaders will need to meet with other community leaders, meet with religious leaders, and be facilitators and mediators as required.

Another aspect of community building is the continuation of dialogue.  The participants appreciated the opportunity to have dialogue at the Institute, and they clearly called for more of this kind of discussion within their respective communities.  As one participant clearly stated on an insight card, “This process and information needs to be socialized at the village level for the sake of reconciliation.”  Ten of the 11 participants in the post-institute interviews said that the dialogue should continue and needs to be conducted at the sub-district or village level.  Indeed, some interview participants even reported that new dialogues had begun.

Participants also expressed a desire for strong government support in community building.  In light of communities’ experiences following the conflict – lack of internal infrastructure to allow travel, delayed receipt of government assistance to displaced persons and returning communities, minimal community involvement in rebuilding houses and public structures - participants called for government action that is accountable, responsible, and fair.  

Participants used the term socialization to mean dissemination of the process and outcome of the institute.  All expressed a desire for follow-up.  More than being desirable, participants felt dissemination crucial for ongoing success.  Specifically, the group outlined several follow-up steps that would be needed—dissemination of Institute results, honest government support, action planning, community cooperation, active engagement by institute participants, and continued dialogue.  Indeed, everyone interviewed after the Institute was still active in disseminating the results of the Institute to their respective communities.

Difference Clusters

A second outcome of social interaction is the identification and expression of difference.  Difference is as much part of the constructed social reality as is similarity.  As communicators interact around their differences and share a vocabulary for identifying these, we can see the development of a common way of understanding or framing difference.  In this section, we look at two areas of acknowledged difference—religion and the relationship between different governing structures:  adat-agama-negara.  These are outlined in Table 7.

TABLE 7

DIFFERENCE CLUSTERS

	Cluster
	Aspect of social reality

	Religion
	Religion has very different personal meanings for us, and we are divided on religious belief.

	Adat-Agama-Negara
	We are divided in how we would balance and integrate the three forms of law in our communities.


Religion.  The fact of religious difference is neither surprising nor important in the context of this dialogue; however, the ways in which the participants came to understand their differences were indeed important.  They clearly identified three areas where difference seemed to matter.  The first is one’s personal sense of religion.  For many, religion should remain a sacred, personal and private matter, not to be made a public issue.  For others, religion is institutional and, by nature, public.  The second difference identified within this cluster is inter-faith marriage, as the group seemed to be divided in their views on this subject.  Finally, the group explored their difference of opinion on whether or not one had the right not to have religion.  Some said this is a personal decision, and others said that everyone must choose a religion.  (This finding is important within Indonesian society where, by law, everyone must declare his or her religious affiliation from a choice of six religious groupings:  Muslim, Protestant, Catholic, Hindu, Buddhist, or Local).

Adat-Agama-Negara.  We reported above that the group came together in identifying the importance of these three forms of governance (traditional, religious, and state), but the group could not agree on how these three should be balanced and integrated.  For example, participants disagreed on the respective roles of village leaders and religious leaders within communities, reflecting a different set of priorities between traditional and religious governance. In our post-institute interviews, we learned that there is an ongoing confusion about how the three structuring systems can work together to enhance community recovery and reconciliation.  Part of the issue may be that as Maluku Province gears up for the upcoming presidential and legislative elections, as new districts with new government appointments are being created, individuals and coalitions are strategically vying for power.  It appears that participants were articulating their concern that political power seekers not hijack reconciliation efforts. In addition, the introduction of a decentralization law that has yet to be socialized to the public will re-distribute power to the district, sub-district, and village levels governing bodies.  Law 22, introduced in 2001, contains allowances for village councils to structure themselves along adat or traditional systems if desired.
Areas of Difficulty

Although a clear social reality did emerge during the dialogue, clarity was not achieved in some areas.  Two topics—the IDP problem and the role of the government—stand out.

IDP Discussion.  Perhaps the most difficult discussion centered on the problem of IDPs (internally displaced persons), or, more specifically, how to support and return IDPs to their respective communities.  This was a very hard subject for the participants.  Many did not want to discuss it at all, while others were strongly in favor of talking about this issue.  One difficulty seems to be that plans and negotiations are currently underway in many villages, and village leaders were not always comfortable having people talk openly about what was going on, as it could upset the negotiation process.  Indeed, some participants said quite clearly that their leaders did not “authorize” them to discuss the issue. 

The facilitator suggested that they might be able to discuss the issue if they agreed to follow certain rules, namely, that (1) no decision would be made; (2) there would be no conclusion reached; (3) no recommendations would be made; (4) the discussion would be only for us; and (5) the discussion could not be used as background or reference for later discussions.  The group did agree to these provisions, which brought about an immediate reduction in tension.  After discussing the issue, the group explored the lessons it had learned.  They concluded and agreed that (1) the IDP problem is complex, (2) it needs to be solved in different ways, and (3) the best solutions are those that are “natural” for the particular community involved.  In general, participants agreed that the problem would need to be solved gradually step-by-step.  Our post-institute interviews show that the IDP problem remains uppermost in people’s minds as returns are in process and the Provincial government targets an end date to assistance for IDPs.

Role of Government.  The second topic that proved to be difficult for participants was the role of national, provincial, and district governments.  Clearly, many participants were unhappy with previous governmental efforts, yet others had been beneficiaries of government support, and everyone felt some concern that they remained somewhat dependent on the government.  The way in which participants framed the discussion of governmental responsibility was carefully guarded and meticulous.  We had offered the participants the opportunity to write an Institute declaration, but they strongly resisted doing this, because of future political implications.
Satisfaction Indicators
Participants seemed very satisfied with the Institute.  In debriefs staff members repeatedly reported that participants frequently expressed their happiness with the process, both verbally and nonverbally.  In addition to very serious discussions, participants seemed to have fun, laugh frequently, had moments of relaxation and friendliness, and showed collective excitement.  Mostly, they seemed to appreciate the depth of the discussions, the feeling of empowerment they gained, and the sense that they were making something important together.  They felt that time was well used.   In a discussion on the final day, the group collectively rated the degree to which they achieved their hopes for the Institute on a scale from 1 to 10.  The ratings were uniformly high.  

Many comments on insight cards express a high level of satisfaction:  

 At this meeting, we have seen togetherness like at the time in the Malukus before the conflict happened.
 Creating an event that people can believe in . . . 
 That we can both (two communities) be in the same building . . . 
 The process opened the discourse so that we can think more broadly and not be influenced by narrow, tight religious dogma . . . 
 Many thanks for your assistance so that we can create a peaceful atmosphere.
Post-institute interviews reinforced the efficacy of the dialogue process.  Interviewees found the dialogue process to be new, affirming, and interesting.  One interview, for example, concluded:  “It is a very interesting model and people are not bored.”  Another said, “The process is important because it awakens people to their rights about talking freely and helps people learn about the condition of society.”  Another said, “The dialogue was very positive, I learned about barriers and hopes from different communities and also about the state, religion, and tradition and bout their different roles.”

CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS LEARNED
Research Questions

As part of the design process, we identified six research questions to address in the Institute.  

1. How do participants experience the environment and process of the Institute, how do they differ in this, and how does this experience change over the course of the week?
Participants were very positive about the process.  They were wary at first because it was quite different from anything they had experienced, but came to appreciate the empowerment they gained.  There did not seem to be any substantial differences among participants in this feeling.

2. How do participants express their experience, hopes, and ideas?
Participants were very strong in expressing a shared sense of regret about the conflict, a feeling of unity among them, and a desire to rebuild their communities physically, mentally, and economically.  They uniformly expressed the desire to continue having dialogues in their own villages and communities.

3. What kind of social worlds are being made?  How do these evolve over the course of the Institute?  
A world of connection and collaboration seemed to be created during the week of the Institute.  Participants created a common vision of reconciliation, reconstruction, and common cultural and religious values.  They began a process of networking, though it is unclear whether coalitions will result.  A great deal of mutual understanding resulted from the dialogue, but participants did not explore specific strategies or approaches for community building and recovery.

4. How do participants talk about dissemination of their learning?  What does dissemination mean to them?
Dissemination, or socialization as they call it, was a high priority for the participants.  They repeatedly told us that the results of the Institute must be disseminated to their respective communities, both by themselves and by ICMC.  They most definitely wanted more support and assistance from ICMC, the government, and other agencies.

5. To what extent and in what ways does religion enter into the participants’ discussion?  To what extent is it a context for understanding their stories, hopes, and ideas, and to what extent does their conversation focus on religious values?  How do they construct their use of religious concepts in their comments and discussions?
As we suspected would happen, religion did play a major role in the discussions. In fact, the group clearly asked for the opportunity to explore the role of religion in small group discussions.  There they learned of their shared beliefs that (1) the conflict did not have a religious basis, (2) they shared important core religious values, (3) they valued tolerance, (4) they had different views of the role of religion in the community, and (5) they had different views of the role of religious leaders.

6. To what extent and in what ways do participants use religious values as a joining place, common ground, or community-building resource?
Participants clearly used religious values as a joining place in recognizing their common religious values and the need for tolerance as a basis for community building.

Project Purposes

In sum, then, how effective was the Institute in meeting the purposes of the project?

1. To provide a safe place for community leaders to explore the conflict with special attention to its religious components as they relate to the system of larger influences.

The Institute did accomplish this goal.

2. To provide participants from specific conflict-impacted communities in the Maluku Tengah district an opportunity to co-create strategies for promoting peace within and between communities, drawing upon their separate and shared faith traditions, among other sources.

As it evolved, the participants did not explore or create actual strategies.

3. To build the capacity of participants to engage in new forms of dialogue for effective communication between groups.

The participants discovered dialogue as a new form of communication and frequently spoke of their emerging capacity for this kind of talk.

4. To identify specific activities that community leaders can implement that will add to creating a peaceful environment conducive to community recovery.

Specific activities were not explored.

5. To promote interfaith coalition building between leaders as a model for communities to encourage re-integration and community recovery.

The Institute definitely did meet this objective.  Participants felt that they were able to bridge religious lines.  Whether actual inter-religious coalitions will result remains to be seen.

6. To document a particular process and assess the impact of the process in helping participants attain desired peaceful strategies.

The Institute was very well documented, and the findings in this report outline what we learned.

7. To disseminate insights gained from this project to others interested in peace building dialogue.

Dissemination is well underway, as we learned in our post-institute interviews.  ICMC is currently working to follow up with specific communities in the region.

Lessons Learned 
Based on past experiences through the ICMC facilitative process, the type of information exchange that has resulted from participation in the Institute can function to build confidence from the displaced community that on-going communication is occurring with their neighboring villages and build hope that relationships are being enhanced, thereby facilitating a more rapid return.  The most pressing barriers experienced by participants who would like to meet with other participants is lack of money for transport and lack of time.

Because all activities undertaken with the Interfaith Peacebuilding Institute were embedded and connected with on-going program implementation with the same participating communities, opportunities that emerge from the project can be incorporated into programming efforts. The dialogue format used for the Interfaith Peacebuilding Institute has great promise for use throughout the region and world.  Efforts at post-conflict dialogue should be built around the following considerations:

Organized dialogue activities should be focused and well supported.   The Institute was a process that had the appropriate amount of resources – both financial and human – to support its goals.  A major success of the event was the budding of friendships and alliances among individuals who did not interact in this manner before the Institute; this was one result of a well-grounded and supported process.

Involve a diverse set of leaders.  The Institute had a wide range of participants, allowing for different people to hear different realities.  This is a major component in helping stakeholders understand the complexity of issues affecting different populations.

Provide a safe environment and strong facilitation.  The Institute was held in Masohi, the district capital, and in a neutral zone.  The strong facilitation was also key to its success, and this lesson learned is related to point 1.  Dialogue is a new methodology, and while it is becoming more commonplace in many proposals and projects, training and preparation is required for a successful outcome.

Show that participants’ views are being heard and taken seriously.  A key aspect of action research is to ground the findings and the meaning in the participants’ reality.  In particular, the emphasis placed (by the Institute partners) on listening and understanding was greatly appreciated by the participants.  During one of the  “Did We Get It Right?” sessions, the atmosphere within the meeting hall took a profound turn as participants sat on the edge of their seats, eager to see if their thoughts were to be publicly acknowledged and recognized.

Allow the participants to explore their hopes and assume ownership for the dialogue.  As mentioned earlier, dialogue was a new and exciting process for the participants.  The facilitators were extremely deft in constantly providing opportunities for the participants to express their desires, create opportunities for participants to reflect upon what had already been discussed, and to claim responsibility for the process.  The participants were called upon to decide what topics to discuss, set the agenda and schedule, and confirm our interpretations.

Frame the dialogue around questions that will enable participants to transcend previous hostilities and stuck spots.  This means asking questions that can create joining places rather than reproducing animosities.  This was a highly meaningful lesson learned, especially as all topics were potentially volatile topics, e.g. IDPs, different religions and the role of religions, and the role of the government.  

Respect and incorporate local cultural and religious traditions.  Rather than ignore the diversity that was present at the Institute and try to find only common traditions, the Institute provided an opportunity for different traditions to be showcased and celebrated, thus highlighting the diversity and richness among the participants.

Integrate dialogue sessions into larger, ongoing efforts, and promise to follow up appropriately.  The Maluku Province is in a state of recovery. While communities are rebuilding, they still require assistance due to the debilitating effects of the conflict.  The excitement of a new process (dialogue), the thrill of discussing what had before been taboo, is intoxicating.  It is important to provide more opportunities so that people become more comfortable and adept at facilitating dialogue in their home communities, within their workplace, and in the personal lives.

Next Steps 
The next steps envisioned are very exciting as momentum for return and re-integration builds. Communities are actually running at a much greater speed than before – communities are returning, entire sub-districts are signing negotiated terms of agreement, communities within sub-districts are mobilizing to effect change in a collective manner.  ICMC continues to work with these communities, organizing and facilitating dialogue among community identified common interest groups, supporting policy dialogues with government, and advocating on behalf of these communities with others in the international and donor community.  The problems that are articulated in the post-institute interviews can be follow-up by ICMC teams.

Within one month of the Institute’s completion, a PowerPoint presentation representing the Institute activities and outcomes was created in both Bahasa Indonesia and English.  The presentation has already been conducted with different audiences – displaced communities, members of the donor community, and humanitarian aid agencies.  The presentation can also be used in other communities as a trigger and tool to illustrate how dialogue functions, describes experiences of others who have participated, and provide talking points about topics identified by participants in the Institute.

In follow-up interviews, participants clearly stated they wanted to meet and continue the dialogue.  ICMC is positioned to facilitate this desire. ICMC and national partnering NGOs have already begun providing opportunities for Institute participants to gather and continue the dialogue.  ICMC is implementing a community capacity building program that works with village based community organizers and advocates.  Approximately 80 community organizers from Maluku Tengah will meet quarterly in order to participate in government policy dialogues, strategize on ways to support their communities and identify avenues to promote reconciliation among re-integrating communities. Several of the community organizers were Institute participants.  One of ICMC’s national NGO partners, Yayasan Diakonia, partnered with INSIST to facilitate a sub-district wide “Cultural Dialogue” with village and adat leaders from one of the target/key sub-districts within Maluku Tengah.  Many of the Institute participants attended, and used some of the skills they learned at the Interfaith Peacebuilding Institute during the Cultural Dialogue.

Finally, in September 2004, the published version of this document, along with a video depiction of two-years reconciliation work, and a manual discussing the methodology and lessons learned during ICMC’s work with displaced and receiving communities on Seram Island, will be formally presented and offered to all participating communities. From the results presented in this monograph, clearly the Interfaith Peace Building Institute was a very important landmark on the map to returning home and promoting reconciliation in Maluku Tengah.
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