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vii

Compromise is a much used but little understood term. There is a sense 
in which it describes a set of feelings (the so-called ‘spirit’ of compromise) 
that involve reciprocity, representing the agreement to make mutual con-
cessions toward each other from now on: no matter what we did to each 
other in the past, we will act toward each other in the future differently 
as set out in the agreement between us. The compromise settlement can 
be a spit and a handshake, much beloved in folk lore, or a legally binding 
statute with hundreds of clauses.

As such, it is clear that compromise enters into conflict transformation 
at two distinct phases. The first is during the conflict resolution process 
itself, where compromise represents a willingness amongst parties to 
negotiate a peace agreement that represents a second-best preference in 
which they give up their first preference (victory) in order to cut a deal. A 
great deal of literature has been produced in Peace Studies and 
International Relations on the dynamics of the negotiation process and 
the institutional and governance structures necessary to consolidate the 
agreement afterwards. Just as important, however, is compromise in the 
second phase, when compromise is part of post-conflict reconstruction, 
in which protagonists come to learn to live together despite their former 
enmity and in face of the atrocities perpetrated during the conflict itself.

In the first phase, compromise describes reciprocal agreements between 
parties to the negotiations in order to make political concessions sufficient 
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to end conflict, in the second phase, compromise involves victims and 
perpetrators developing ways of living together in which concessions are 
made as part of shared social life. The first is about compromises between 
political groups and the state in the process of statebuilding (or re-
building) after the political upheavals of communal conflict, the second 
is about compromises between individuals and communities in the pro-
cess of social healing after the cultural trauma provoked by the conflict.

This book series primarily concerns itself with the second process, the 
often messy and difficult job of reconciliation, restoration and repair in 
social and cultural relations following communal conflict. Communal 
conflicts and civil wars tend to suffer from the narcissism of minor differ-
ences, to coin Freud’s phrase, leaving little to be split halfway and com-
promise on, and thus are usually especially bitter. The series therefore 
addresses itself to the meaning, manufacture and management of com-
promise in one of its most difficult settings. The book series is cross-
national and cross-disciplinary, with attention paid to inter-personal 
reconciliation at the level of everyday life, as well as culturally between 
social groups, and the many sorts of institutional, inter-personal, psycho-
logical, sociological, anthropological and cultural factors that assist and 
inhibit societal healing in all post-conflict societies, historically and in the 
present. It focuses on what compromise means when people have to come 
to terms with past enmity and the memories of the conflict itself, and 
relate to former protagonists in ways that consolidate the wider political 
agreement.

This sort of focus has special resonance and significance for peace 
agreements are usually very fragile. Societies emerging out of conflict are 
subject to on-going violence from spoiler groups who are reluctant to 
give up on first preferences, constant threats from the outbreak of renewed 
violence, institutional instability, weakened economies, and a wealth of 
problems around transitional justice, memory, truth recovery and victim-
hood, amongst others. Not surprisingly therefore, reconciliation and 
healing in social and cultural relations is difficult to achieve, not least 
because inter-personal compromise between erstwhile enemies is 
difficult.

Lay discourse picks up on the ambivalent nature of compromise after 
conflict. It is talked about in common sense in one of two ways, in which 
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compromise is either a virtue or a vice, taking its place among the angels 
or in Hades. One form of lay discourse likens concessions to former pro-
tagonists with the idea of restoration of broken relationships and societal 
and cultural reconciliation, in which there is a sense of becoming (or 
returning) to wholeness and completeness. The other form of lay dis-
course invokes ideas of appeasement, of being compromised by the con-
cessions, which constitute a form of surrender and reproduce (or disguise) 
continued brokenness and division. People feel they continue to be 
beaten by the sticks which the concessions have allowed others to keep; 
with restoration, however, weapons are turned truly in ploughshares. Lay 
discourse suggests, therefore, that there are issues that the Palgrave Studies 
in Compromise after Conflict series must begin to problematize, so that 
the process of societal healing is better understood and can be assisted 
and facilitated by public policy and intervention.

This latest book in the Series is the second written by members of the 
Leverhulme Trust-funded project Compromise after Conflict that origi-
nally motivated the Book Series. This project was a six-year research pro-
gramme (2009–15) that explored the potential for compromise amongst 
victims of conflict in Northern Ireland, South Africa and Sri Lanka, using 
a combination of qualitative interviews with victims and surveys of the 
general population. This volume reports on the qualitative data and while 
it has been written solely by the Principal Investigator on the Leverhulme 
project, John Brewer, it has benefited from the research expertise of the 
team gathered for that project, and the insight they have provided in vari-
ous first draft reports on aspects of the data and through their commen-
tary on this volume. So important have been the collective efforts of this 
remarkable research group that this volume should be seen as a joint 
product by them all.

A compendium volume to this one on the theme of compromise, enti-
tled The Sociology of Compromise after Conflict, has already appeared edited 
by the original applicants on the Leverhulme project, John Brewer, Bernie 
Hayes and Francis Teeney, and included a whole range of people incorpo-
rated into the research, including some of the funded PhD students. It 
represented an attempt to use the data to offer an empirical grounding to 
a new sociological theorisation of the concept of compromise. Applying 
the sociological imagination to the concept of compromise was pioneer-
ing enough, but in some ways this present volume goes further.
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This current volume draws on other aspects of the data to support a 
new theorisation of peacebuilding, which it calls everyday life peacebuild-
ing. It argues that victims should be seen as central to the process of 
conflict transformation. Rather than being perceived as a problem in 
peace processes, whether to progress, to ‘moving on’ or to the develop-
ment of a shared future, it emphasises victims as key agents in social 
transformation, whose agency is critical to the process of learning to live 
together. This approach disputes the view of victims as passive, frozen in 
the moment of their victimhood and largely resistant to progress, sensi-
tivity towards which represents the main political brake on a shared 
future. It stresses instead, how victims’ agency as survivors is often used 
by victims to promote, support and practice everyday life peacebuilding. 
In this way many victims are ‘moral beacons’ to the rest of society.

These are provocative arguments, for they offer several challenges, 
including to the ways victims are normally viewed in peace processes, 
the way we understand the nature of peacebuilding, the engagement of 
victims and bystanders with peacebuilding, and the policy emphasis 
towards victims in societies emerging out of conflict. It gives priority to 
capturing the voices of victims directly and uses their narratives to dra-
matically rethink both the place of victims in peace processes and the 
very nature of conflict transformation itself. As Series Editor I warmly 
welcome this new addition to the Palgrave Studies in Compromise after 
Conflict Series.

Belfast, UK� John D. Brewer
January 2018
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Introduction

�Introduction

Victims have an absent-presence in post-conflict societies. This rather 
odd term is used deliberately to capture the ambiguous and contradictory 
status victims have in peace processes. They are talked about a great deal 
in popular culture, in the media and by politicians – they have a pres-
ence – but rarely are they heard directly. Their voice is absent; they are 
silenced. This absent-presence renders victims passive, for they are talked 
about aplenty but rarely heard from directly. This silence is despite the 
fact that victims are central to the success of any peace process.

The first verse of William Blake’s poem A Poison Tree, penned in 1794, 
reflects on some of the difficulties victims have in reconciling themselves 
with their former enemies: ‘I was angry with my friend/I told my wrath/
my wrath did end/I was angry with my foe/I told it not/my wrath did 
grow.’ The poem goes on to elaborate what can happen when enmity is 
left unmanaged, reflecting in the last stanza how glad the person was to 
see his foe dead, outstretched beneath the tree. The title of the poem is 
significant. Such enmity is poisonous, and Blake sought to identify the 
importance of reconciliation between protagonists.

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/978-3-319-78975-0_1&domain=pdf


2 

In the spirit of Blake’s poem, this book proposes what it calls a victim-
centred approach to peacebuilding, which recognises the pivotal role vic-
tims play in conflict transformation. Rather than being perceived as a 
problem in peace processes, whether to progress, to ‘moving on’ or to the 
development of a shared future, it emphasises victims as key agents in 
social transformation, whose agency is critical to the process of learning 
to live together. This approach disputes the view of victims as passive, 
frozen in the moment of their victimhood and largely resistant to prog-
ress, sensitivity towards whom represents the main political brake on a 
shared future. It stresses instead, how victims’ agency as survivors is often 
used by victims to promote, support and practise everyday life peace-
building. In this way many victims are ‘moral beacons’ to the rest of 
society (for earlier arguments of ours on this see Brewer and Hayes 2011; 
Brewer et al. 2017). The book seeks to correct, in other words, victims’ 
absent-presence in order to give them a real voice.

The book focuses on three cases, Northern Ireland, South Africa and 
Sri Lanka, and arises from a six-year, £1.26 million Leverhulme Trust 
funded project entitled Compromise after Conflict that focused on first-
generation victims in all three societies, with Brewer as Principal 
Investigator, Hayes and Teeney as co-investigators, and the remaining 
co-authors of this volume as key researchers (of the original research team 
only Corinne Caumartin has been unable to participate in this volume, 
but her contribution to the programme should be acknowledged). This 
volume, however, has been written solely by Brewer, the Principal 
Investigator, in order to give it a single authorial voice, but with the help, 
support and comments of the co-authors. Dudgeon assisted in writing 
Chap. 3 and Mueller-Hirth assisted in writing Chap. 4; Natascha largely 
wrote the section on victim mainstreaming in Chap. 6. Otherwise the 
single authorial voice is that of Brewer.

It is necessary to note some important caveats to our research. Ours 
was a study of first generation victims, those directly caught up in the 
violence, and neglected the separate issue of inter-generation victimhood 
in the second and third generations. In focusing on first generation vic-
tims we do not wish to suggest that subsequent generations are not also 
affected by the violence as a legacy, but we chose deliberately to focus on 
those who formed the war generation in order to give voice to their 
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experiences of the transition from war to peace in three societies newly 
emerging out of conflict. These cases were selected because they represent 
different kinds of conflict resolution and their peace processes had 
occurred at different times, permitting a cross-national comparison of 
types of conflict transformation that also introduced a longitudinal ele-
ment. The research sought to capture the voices of first generation victims 
in these three countries as a counterweight to the isolation and silence 
they tend to experience. In conducting in-depth interviews with first gen-
eration victims in each country, as well as questionnaire research (which 
is not reported on here), victims were put centre place and allowed to give 
voice to the range of issues that dominated their victimhood experience 
and its emotional packaging and management thereafter.

This ‘voice’ highlights the ambivalence of the victimhood experience, 
as they oscillate between moments of progress and defeat, and the chal-
lenges they faced as agents in their everyday peacebuilding while dealing 
with the legacy of their victimhood. An important feature of the book is 
thus a sensitive understanding of the conditions under which they per-
form agency as everyday peacebuilders and rise above these challenges. 
Contrast is made with those victims who retain a strong ‘victim identity’, 
which locks them in the moment of their victimhood and in which the 
victim status becomes the master status to explain all other of life’s tra-
vails. Emphasis is laid on a whole series of mediating factors that predis-
pose a victim versus survivor identity. The book explores the negative 
impact of a victim identity on victims’ agency as everyday life peacebuild-
ers and the factors that sustain or undercut the transition to a survivor 
identity.

The book concludes with a challenge to the growing literature on 
everyday life peacebuilding. By developing a victim centred approach 
that emphasises victims’ agency, everyday life peacebuilding is shown to 
be more than just an arena or stage in which peacebuilding is done. 
Everyday life peacebuilding must also be conceptualised as a process of 
reasoning. To illustrate the book’s new approach to everyday life peace-
building, examples will be used from the data where victims’ processes of 
reasoning in everyday life reproduce everyday life peacebuilding as a 
social practice. The book reports on qualitative interview data from these 
three cases to support its arguments.

  Introduction 
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The status and quality of this extensive data set needs to be empha-
sised. The data was collected as part of the £1.26 million Leverhulme 
Trust-funded research programme between 2009 and 2015 called 
‘Compromise after Conflict’. It was our belief that compromise is thrown 
into particularly vivid relief in post-conflict societies, where the processes 
and resources that underpin compromise operate in extremis (for other 
publications arising from this programme see Brewer et al. 2018a, b). It 
is when feelings of compromise are most difficult to garner and sustain, 
when stress is at its height, that we get a better handle on how compro-
mise works. We had two main objectives in the research programme – 
one conceptual, the other empirical – enabling us to theorise the nature 
of compromise after conflict, and to study it empirically in three post-
conflict societies. These twin concerns have enabled us to develop subse-
quent arguments in two different directions: theorisation of the concept 
and practice of compromise, and empirical studies of victims. The first 
route culminated in the compendium on the sociology of compromise 
(see Brewer et al. 2018a); the second direction brings us to this volume. 
To contextualise this volume’s arguments, however, some background is 
needed on the original research programme on compromise after 
conflict.

�The Compromise After Conflict Research 
Programme

Empirically, our research programme addressed the processes and 
resources that develop and sustain feelings of compromise amongst vic-
tims of communal conflict in Northern Ireland, Sri Lanka and South 
Africa. These countries were deliberately chosen because they represented 
what the sociologist Max Weber called a ‘naturally occurring experiment’, 
in that they had different kinds of peace process and their conflict trans-
formation had occurred in different time periods. Sri Lanka is a victor’s 
peace that involved a military defeat for one side (this term is used with 
respect to Sri Lanka also by Hoglund and Orjuela 2011), which occurred 
in the final 2009 massacre of the Tamil Tigers; South Africa’s is the 
colonial model of elite change at the top with little changing at the bot-
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tom, culminating in regime change in the first non-racial elections of 
1994; and Northern Ireland represents the classical model of a mutually-
agreed second-preference negotiated political settlement in which parties 
give up on their first preference, a deal known as the Good Friday or 
Belfast Agreement, signed in 1998 but implemented in practice only 
with the St Andrew’s Agreement in 2007. This research design allowed us 
to establish whether the type of peace impacts on victims’ capacity for 
compromise, and it allowed us to introduce a longitudinal element in our 
research to establish whether time really does heal.

Our research design was purposely cross national and mixed in meth-
ods. We conducted sample surveys in two of the three countries and 
in-depth qualitative interviews in all. In Northern Ireland the statistical 
sample is a nationally representative one of the adult population; in Sri 
Lanka it is a non-representative quota sample stratified by region. As 
such, because of its limited statistical value, the Sri Lankan survey data 
is non-comparable to Northern Ireland, which is why the quantitative 
data as a whole is not being discussed in this book (a lot has been pub-
lished already on the Northern Ireland quantitative data, see Brewer 
and Hayes 2011, 2015a, b, 2016; Brewer 2015). The emphasis in this 
book on giving voice to absent-present victims justifies the reliance on 
victims’ narratives and stories, which are best captured by qualitative 
research.

The qualitative interviews were conducted with a cross section of vic-
tims, garnered through victim support groups, personal contacts and the 
snowball technique. Interviewees thus do not represent statistical national 
samples, as with our quantitative research, but are what is commonly 
called purposive or judgemental samples, where people are approached 
according to their fit with the theoretical ideas of the research; in this case 
that they had experienced conflict-related harm and that they represented 
one or more of the groups involved in the conflict in each society. Over 
the period 2011–14, in all 60 victims were interviewed from across 
Northern Ireland, 80 across Sri Lanka and 51 across South Africa. 
Interviews in Sri Lanka were conducted by our research partner in indig-
enous languages and the translations back into English checked by fluent 
speakers. A standard interview schedule appropriately acculturated was 
used in all three cases to ensure comparability of the data.
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Empirically we defined first generation victims as those who have 
experienced conflict-related harm. Harm was understood in its broadest 
sense to cover medical, emotional, relational, and cultural hurts. Hurts 
can be real or imagined. They can also be direct (to the individuals them-
selves and their immediate family), indirect (to others whom they know 
personally), or collective (to whole social groups). Where group member-
ship is important to the individual victim’s sense of identity, people will 
experience harm to the group(s) with which they identify and develop a 
sense of groups as victims. This is different from ‘collective hurts’, since 
this term describes the scale of the experience (that it affected everyone). 
To describe groups as victims encapsulates that individual victims feel 
they belong to particular groups that suffered specific harm.

If victims are defined by the experience of harm, ‘victimhood’ is differ-
ent. It is the process initiated by the (real or imagined) experience of 
harm and describes the course over time that the harm and its conse-
quences take and the procedures by which they are managed. Victimhood 
is a developmental process, involving change in how the experience is 
packaged and handled over time (captured in the phrase that victims 
‘move on’) and varies with time according to all sorts of cognitive, rela-
tional, political, social and cultural factors. Developmental processes, 
however, do not necessarily go only in the forward direction; ‘moving on’ 
is matched, in colloquial terms, by ‘hanging on’ or ‘going back’. Clearly 
not all victims experience the conditions that facilitate benevolence, 
kindness and emotional empathy. To understand the practice of compro-
mise in such societies therefore, we need to locate it in the social practices 
of those victims who reproduce it.

The research programme consisted of a series of linked projects or 
modules, as follows, details about which are intended to give a simple 
overview of the research design; further and expanded methodological 
details are supplied where necessary in the respective chapters.

�Victims and Compromise in Northern Ireland (2009–13)

This was undertaken by Brewer, Hayes and Teeney, with one 4-year 
Research Fellowship post (Dudgeon). This project was in three parts, 
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done in sequence. The first part involved qualitative interviews with 60 
victims, appropriately sampled, to address sensitive issues around their 
victimhood experience and their attitudes and feelings towards compro-
mise. Access was affected toward the end because of the fall-out from the 
Boston College Affair (on which see Brewer 2016). The second part was 
a nationally representative sample survey of the general adult population 
in Northern Ireland (1500 people) on political attitudes and opinions 
towards the peace agreement and wider issues of compromise, forgiveness 
and victimhood. Dr Yvonne McGivern acted as Consultant on Part 2 and 
provided oversight of Social and Marketing Surveys Ltd, which con-
ducted the survey. As Part 3 we had intended to conduct a sample survey 
of a larger number of victims (500), but this was abandoned with the 
agreement of the Leverhulme Trust because of anticipated access difficul-
ties arising from the Boston College Affair. Instead, follow-up interviews 
were conducted with 50 survey respondents who had identified them-
selves as victims by means of a filter question and who were willing to 
participate in a follow-up interview.

�Victims and Compromise in Sri Lanka (2011–14)

This was undertaken by Brewer and Hayes, with the assistance of two 
Research Fellows, Katrin Dudgeon and Natascha Mueller-Hirth in cod-
ing and analysing the data, and was designed to replicate Parts 1 and 2 of 
the Northern Ireland study using the same methodological approaches 
and research instruments. However, the survey was not nationally repre-
sentative but used stratified sampling by area in order to reflect key geo-
graphical divisions in Sri Lanka. All fieldwork was conducted in Sri Lanka 
on our behalf by the Asian Institute of Missiology in Colombo, using a 
number of trained interviewers under the oversight of Professor Shirley 
Lal Wijesinghe. In-depth qualitative interviews were conducted with a 
cross-section of 80 victims in indigenous languages and with the same 
interview schedule, appropriately acculturated, as used in Northern 
Ireland. A sample survey of 500 respondents was undertaken in four 
provinces, using an acculturated version of the Northern Irish question-
naire. Fieldwork for the survey was slightly delayed because of the ongoing 
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aftermath of the conflict, which made it difficult to interview in the Tamil 
regions in the North East. All translations back into English were inde-
pendently checked by fluent speakers. Wijesinghe made one visit to 
Belfast and Brewer one visit to Sri Lanka during the respective fieldwork 
periods.

�Compromise in South Africa (2010–13)

This was undertaken by Brewer, Hayes and Mueller-Hirth. Mueller-
Hirth made two fieldwork trips to South Africa, the first under the local 
oversight of Professor Clifford Shearing, at the University of Cape Town, 
the second under Fr Michael Lapsley, Director of the Institute for the 
Healing of Memories, whose access to victims and general support proved 
effective for our purposes. Interviews were conducted with two kinds of 
respondent: (i) victims of the conflict (38) in the same manner as in 
Northern Ireland and Sri Lanka, using the same interview schedule 
appropriately acculturated; and (ii) witnesses who had earlier appeared 
before the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (2) and with staff and 
officials who had worked for or with the Commission (11), to allow us to 
establish their experience of this form of truth recovery procedure. 
Quantitative data was not obtained from our own sample survey but we 
relied on the already existing longitudinal cross-sectional data sets on rec-
onciliation in South Africa. Secondary analysis of these data sets was 
undertaken by Hayes and Mueller-Hirth. To facilitate comparison with 
survey data from Northern Ireland and Sri Lanka, our questionnaire 
drew on some questions from the South African surveys.

�Victimhood, Truth Recovery and the Development 
of Compromise (2010–12)

This was undertaken by Brewer and Corinne Caumartin, a two-year 
Research Fellow, and sought to assess the value of truth commissions as 
the most universal and popular device for managing victimhood after 
conflict. It involved cross-national comparisons of different types of truth 
commission over an extended time period (Sierra Leone, Liberia, Peru 
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and Guatemala) for analysis of the verbatim witness evidence available 
online. Witness evidence offered the opportunity to explore the impact 
of truth recovery processes on victims’ development and practice of com-
promise. The verbatim evidence by witnesses also constituted a relatively 
untapped resource for understanding their notions of compromise and 
its connection to justice.

�Victim Centred Peacebuilding

While the conceptual work of this project culminated in the edited col-
lection entitled The Sociology of Compromise after Conflict (see Brewer 
et al. 2018a), the copious illustrations from the empirical data to support 
this theorisation did not do justice to the fullness and richness of the 
research on victims. The current volume is motivated by a realisation that 
the central focus of the whole research programme was on victims and 
that not sufficient attention had been devoted to them when staking the 
claim in the first book to sociology’s insightfulness in understanding the 
process of compromise. Victims are given central place in this current 
volume, with the data used to develop an approach to peacebuilding that 
treats them as the centre pin. The third is intended to report on the truth 
recovery project by advancing a new approach to understanding the 
problems around truth recovery.

The book proceeds in three stages. First, we analyse the problematic 
position of victims in peace processes, going on to use this analysis to 
advocate for a victim centred approach to peacebuilding. These problems 
are several, ranging from the politicization of victim issues by opponents 
of the peace process, who instrumentally turn victims into footballs for 
selfish political ends, to claims that victims are a brake on the future and 
should forget and move on. The book proceeds, secondly, to give voice to 
ordinary victims rather than to the victim support group leaders, politi-
cians and civil society leaders who so often appoint themselves to speak 
on behalf of victims. The variety in victims’ experiences will be captured 
in order not to suggest victims constitute a homogeneous stakeholder 
constituency, and a major distinction will be drawn between those with a 
victim identity and those with a survivor identity. There are separate 
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chapters drawn from the qualitative interviews that give narration to vic-
tims respectively in Northern Ireland, South Africa and Sri Lanka.

The third and final stage is to collate the arguments in order to develop 
the idea of everyday life peacebuilding by victims. Not only does this 
advance the claim that everyday life is a sphere or realm that can be uti-
lised for peacebuilding by victims, much in the manner of the Manchester 
School of peace studies (see Mac Ginty 2014), as sociologists of everyday 
life argued in the zenith of everyday life studies in the 1960s (for a sum-
mary see Douglas et al. 1980), everyday life is also a form of reasoning 
that is mobilised and utilised to develop the very sense of routine and 
normalisation that pervades everyday life (see in particular Pollner 1987). 
This will be illustrated from our research with victims to highlight how 
the social practices of victims reproduce a form of peacebuilding as a 
routine part of the everyday life of their victimhood. This has important 
implications for how we understand the status and nature of everyday life 
and elaborates and expands on current theorisations of everyday life 
peacebuilding.

We have one last note to explain. Chapters 3, 4, and 5 make copious 
use of interview data as befits our intention to give voice to victims. Each 
respondent has a unique identifying code (P = participant, followed by 
their number), with the small exception of some Sri Lankan victims who 
wished no marker of their participation, no matter how indirect. With 
this exception noted, this practice enables the views of individual respon-
dents to be traced while honouring confidentiality and anonymity. The 
unique identifying code does not run across all three samples but describes 
only the identification code use for the separate national samples. All 
direct quotations from respondents are in italics.
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2
Centring Victims in Peacebuilding

�Introduction

In one of the poems from A Shropshire Lad, the deeply reflective, even 
morose, AE Housman warned his subject: ‘In all the endless road you 
tread/There’s nothing but the night’. Victims are all too often cast into 
the side stream in a peace process, portrayed as an obstacle to peace, 
treading constantly their remorseful night, stuck in the moment of their 
victimhood, and incapable of progressing forward to the future. Victims 
are indeed the main carrier of the suffering which the former violence 
caused, whose mental and physical injuries make them one of the pri-
mary losers in any war, but they ought to be in the mainstream, seen as 
central to the process of peacebuilding.

We refer to this as victims’ absent-presence. Talked about aplenty, but 
not allowed to talk themselves; present in other people’s discourse, but 
silenced and absent as speakers in their own right. This absent-presence, 
places victims in a highly ambiguous position in peace processes, and the 
incongruity between how negatively victims are usually located in a peace 
process in practice and the central position they ought to occupy, can be 
explained because peace processes tend to distort victim issues and to add 
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