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Abstract 
Reconciliation is important for reducing the likelihood of future conflict between groups but can 

be particularly difficult to achieve. This remains true within divided societies as the result of frozen 

conflict. This thesis asks why do some individuals, in the context of divided societies engaged in 

frozen conflict, have more positive reconciliatory attitudes than others? The approach of 

community center peacebuilding organizations (CCPB) was identified as one possible solution to 

this question. The hypothesis suggests that individuals who engage in such organizations will have 

more positive reconciliatory attitudes compared to the average community member. This is based 

on a theoretical framework that relies on contact theory, suggesting that the CCPB model 

establishes the necessary conditions for nurturing more reconciliatory attitudes in individuals. It is 

suggested to achieve this through positive intergroup contact that is generalizable to the outgroup 

as a whole.  A quantitative study based on 101 cases from original survey data is used to test this 

hypothesis. Using a logistic regression, support is found that establishes a significant positive 

correlation between engagement in CCPB and reconciliatory attitudes. 

 

Key Words: reconciliation, contact theory, peacebuilding, community center, shared space, frozen 

conflict, divided societies, Cyprus 
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1. Introduction 
The reconciliation process aims to establish constructive relationships between groups in conflict 

and, by doing so, contribute to lasting peace (Brounéus, 2003). Still, it has been recognized that 

reconciliation is extremely context specific and requires culturally appropriate application 

(Brounéus, 2003). The need for this is clear in the case of frozen conflicts, which can be understood 

as achieving an end to violence without resolving the conflict by addressing deeper interests of 

conflict parties (Perry 2008; Morar, 2010). This can also be described as protracted conflict 

because of the inability to come to or expect a timely resolution (Morar, 2010). Although the 

absence of violence is beneficial it often fails to reduce animosity, which can be maintained 

through a conflict-supportive narrative1 (Bar-Tal, 2014). Within such a context, that often results 

in divided communities, reconciliation attempts may also appear frozen (Perry, 2008). 

Interestingly enough, community based approaches can promote peace-supporting narratives2 that 

have the potential to contribute to conflict resolution and reconciliation (Bar-Tal, 2014). This has 

been demonstrated by community initiatives, working within the context of divided societies in 

areas of frozen conflict, that work to promote reconciliation efforts. As the challenge to reconcile 

frozen conflicts remains, identifying new and creative approaches for reconciliation becomes 

essential. This study seeks to address one aspect of reconciliation by asking, why do some 

individuals, in the context of divided societies engaged in frozen conflict, have more positive 

reconciliatory attitudes than others? 

 

The aim of this study is to address reconciliatory attitudes at the individual level, within the 

specified context, and how they are influenced by a particular style of community peacebuilding. 

It is proposed that Community Center Peacebuilding Organizations contribute to reconciliatory 

attitudes by establishing positive, generalizable intergroup contact at the individual level. This is 

                                                
1 Conflict-supporting narratives are socially constructed frameworks to establish a uniform social identity 
and strengthen group ties. These narratives are used to maintain conflict through the justification of in-
group actions and positive introspective attitudes (Bar-Tal, 2014). 
2 Peace-supporting narratives are socially constructed frameworks that diverge from the conflict-
supporting narrative to promote more positive views towards and relationships with adversary groups 
(Bar-Tal, 2014). 
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discussed through the theoretical foundation of intergroup contact theory based on Allports (1954) 

original contact hypothesis. In short, I argue that individuals who engage in community center 

peacebuilding activities, will have more positive reconciliatory attitudes.  

 

To test this theory, primary research was conducted around the Home for Cooperation in Nicosia, 

Cyprus. This organization was determined to be a good example of community center 

peacebuilding within the context of a frozen conflict. To attain the necessary data, surveys were 

conducted with individuals at the organization and in the surrounding community. The goal of this 

survey was to evaluate both the level of engagement in CCPB and reconciliatory attitudes towards 

the respective outgroup. Principally, the choice to conduct primary research was made necessary 

through a lack of existing data. The study continued with a quantitative analysis of the data using 

a logistic regression to establish correlation between the independent and dependent variables. By 

establishing support for the proposed hypothesis, this study aims to contribute to the field by 

highlighting a potential organizational structure that can contribute to the reconciliation process. 

This demonstrates a possible benefit to communities divided by conflict by establishing an 

additional pathway for affected individuals to achieve reconciliatory attitudes.  

 

The initial results are in line with the proposed hypothesis and suggest a correlation between 

engagement in CCPB and having positive reconciliatory attitudes. This relationship is significant 

at the 99% level. From this, we can conclude that CCPB has the potential to contribute to 

reconciliation efforts of divided societies in the context of frozen conflicts. Future research is 

necessary to explore this relationship further. In particular, this concept would benefit from 

research that establishes greater insight into how this organizational structure may achieve 

reconciliatory attitudes. This would serve to strengthen the argument made in this study and 

advance the contribution to the field of peace and conflict. 

 

The following chapter will provide an overview of previous research within the field of 

reconciliation. Chapter three will discuss the proposed theory behind the effect of CCPB on 

individuals. Chapters four and five will then discuss the research design and empirics, followed by 

the analysis of the results in chapter six. Concluding remarks will be presented in chapter seven. 
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2. Previous Research 
Beginning with a broad framework, this section will introduce the existing understanding of 

reconciliation followed by a focus on interpersonal reconciliation. This discussion will allow for 

the conceptualization of the dependent variable, reconciliatory attitudes. By addressing existing 

approaches to achieve this, a gap within the current literature will be identified. 

 

2.1 Intergroup Reconciliation: The Broader Framework 
Intergroup reconciliation as a concept has suffered from a lack of clarity as to what it actually 

means (Nadler, 2012). To better understand the meaning of this concept, this section will discuss 

different perspectives. One approach to the concept focuses on achieving the mutual legitimacy of 

conflict parties (Rouhana, 2004). Here reconciliation can be understood “as a process that brings 

about a genuine end to the existential conflict between the parties and transforms the nature of the 

relationship between the societies through a course of action that is intertwined with psychological, 

social, and political changes” (Rouhana, 2004, 35). Within this discussion, it is argued that to 

achieve true reconciliation “justice, truth, historical responsibility, and restructuring the social and 

political relationship between the parties” are critical considerations to address (Rouhana, 2004, 

36). Another approach recognizes similar ideas within the concept but discusses the outcome of 

such a process resulting in “trustworthy positive relations between former adversaries who enjoy 

secure social identities and interact in an equality-based social environment” (Nadler, 2012, 294). 

Within this understanding of reconciliation, it is broken down into three perspectives based on 

structural, relational and identity considerations (Nadler, 2012). Structural perspectives relate to 

establishing greater equality between groups, with relational perspectives focusing on positive 

group interaction and identity addressing conflict based challenges to group identity (Nadler, 

2012). These more focused approaches to intergroup reconciliation aim to clarify the overall 

concept. Even with the varying definitions, it is apparent that the foundation of the concept is to 

build strong relationships through greater understanding and cooperation. 

 

Importance of Reconciliation 

Apart from the concept as a whole, it is important to understand the function of reconciliation 

within society. To better understand this, we can consider the difference between conflict 
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settlement, conflict resolution and reconciliation (Kelman, 2008). Although these independent 

concepts, as processes, can temporally overlap they maintain an ordered progression (Kelman, 

2008). In this case, reconciliation is the most advanced level in the full termination of a conflict 

(Kelman, 2008). It signifies a deep-rooted change in identity of one party against another (Kelman, 

2008). Although it cannot serve as an absolute to guarantee future peace, it does establish a stronger 

foundation to help avoid future conflict (Rouhana, 2004). Additionally, even in the case of future 

disputes, it is argued to help solidify group legitimacy through the strengthened relationship 

(Rouhana, 2004). Especially in the case of intra-social conflict, it is important to achieve 

reconciliation because groups will be subject to regular interaction (Nadler et al., 2015). In short, 

reconciliation seeks to address issues that could conceivably cause a relapse in conflict. This is 

essential because even peaceful resolution to conflict does not signify lasting peace (Bar-Tal, 

2013). Thus, achieving reconciliation between groups would be beneficial to maintaining peace.  

 

A Process and an Outcome 

Within the conventional understanding of reconciliation, the concept can serve as both a process 

and an outcome (Kelman, 2008; Nadler, 2012). Recognizing that reconciliation is also a process 

helps establish that it can begin even before the termination of a conflict (Kelman, 2008; Nadler, 

2012). This highlights the temporal element of reconciliation and that it takes a great deal of time 

to achieve. Within the context of frozen conflict, this consideration becomes particularly 

important. As these conflicts remain unresolved, tensions continue with the concern of conflict 

reescalation (Perry, 2008). If working towards reconciliation establishes a stronger foundation for 

conflict resolution and ultimately peace, then frozen conflicts should inherently benefit from such 

interventions. A range of different approaches have sought to achieve this. 

 

Approaches to Intergroup Reconciliation 

Through this understanding of reconciliation, it becomes clear that a range of approaches are 

needed to address both the past and the present. As a whole, this fits within the concept of 

peacebuilding, which can be defined as “the exerted efforts by society members, society’s 

institutions, agents, channels of communications, and the international community to realize 

lasting peaceful relations with the rival within the framework of culture of peace through conflict 
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resolution and reconciliation. Peacebuilding thus includes all the acts that are done to facilitate the 

achievement of this goal” (Bar-Tal, 2014, 669). Specifically focusing on reconciliation, Nadler et 

al. (2015) discusses how this can be achieved either through instrumental or socio-emotional 

processes. Instrumental interventions are meant to establish more positive and cooperative 

interactions between groups by addressing challenges in the present (Nadler et al., 2015). On the 

other hand, socio-emotional interventions are more focused on addressing the past through the 

“removal of threats posed to the conflict parties’ identities due to their involvement in the conflict” 

(Nadler et al., 2015, 97). This relates to the needs-based model3 by addressing the challenges to 

one’s identity before reconciliation is possible (Nadler et al., 2015). 

 

Examples of approaches to achieving reconciliation include reparations, apologies, truth and 

reconciliation commissions, education, joint projects, and intergroup contact (Bar-Tal, 2013). 

Reparations refer to a perpetrator of violence awarding compensation to the victim as a means of 

acknowledging the cultural and human costs (Bar-Tal, 2013). Apology is another way to recognize 

past offences and to allow for forgiveness from the victim (Bar-Tal, 2013). Truth and 

reconciliation commissions serve to address past human rights violations bringing to light the true 

events of the conflict (Bar-Tal, 2013). Moreover, they mean to fulfill the victims needs by formally 

acknowledging wrongdoing (Bar-Tal, 2013). Education has been used to promote reconciliation 

by making society more aware of varying perspectives and how to deal with conflict (Bar-Tal, 

2013). Joint projects can bring together a range of levels in society by promoting cooperation 

between conflict parties (Bar-Tal, 2013). The last example is intergroup contact, which has been 

shown to reduce prejudice between conflict parties under the right conditions (Bar-Tal, 2013). 

These methods aim to reframe the relationship between conflict parties but still face challenges to 

achieving reconciliation. 

 

 

 

                                                
3 The needs based model recognizes victims and perpetrators need to establish positive identities within 
the reconciliation process. It suggests that victims require an apology to establish greater empowerment 
and agency. Perpetrators then require forgiveness to redeem their moral image (Nadler et al., 2015).  
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Challenges to Existing Approaches 

Criticisms of reconciliation have exposed a range of challenges to the concept. This section will 

discuss group reluctance, possible reescalation of conflict and causing additional trauma to victims 

of violence. In the case of an asymmetrical power dynamic, the high-power group has less 

incentive to reconcile because of potential implications involved (Rouhana, 2004). This may 

include facing both moral and material consequences (Rouhana, 2004). Another challenge to 

reconciliation is that it can serve to accomplish the exact opposite of what it intends to. Critics of 

the concept claim that undergoing the process of reconciliation can strengthen existing tension 

between groups, resulting in the possibility of continued violence (Verdeja, 2009). This is said to 

be the case because the steps involved can challenge group identities and understanding of the 

conflicts (Bar-Tal, 2013). A further challenge is that individuals involved in these peacebuilding 

programs that intend to achieve reconciliation may in fact undergo further trauma and 

victimization. This is demonstrated in the work of Karen Brounéus (2008), examining the ill-

effects experienced by women who testified in the Rwandan Gacaca Courts. Additionally, it was 

shown that reconciliation efforts have the potential to increase negative physiological effects in 

individuals (Cilliers et al., 2016). These challenges highlight the necessity of an approach to 

reconciliation that is contextually appropriate. To explore further, this study will continue by 

focusing on reconciliation at the individual level. 

 

2.2 Interpersonal Reconciliation 
As discussed by Verdeja (2009), reconciliation must ultimately exist on the individual level. 

Although three possible pathways are introduced, including forgiveness and revenge, Verdeja 

(2009) proposes that interpersonal reconciliation is best achieved through mutual respect. In this 

case, respect is intrinsically tied to the idea of tolerance which “assumes both disagreement (and 

even strong disapproval) with the beliefs or actions of others and a willingness to not impose 

oneself on those with whom one disagrees” (Verdeja, 2009, 170). Of course, this willingness to 

coexist peacefully must be reflected in the relationships between individuals. With mutual respect, 

a greater possibility of intergroup relationships is established, allowing for interpersonal 

reconciliation (Verdeja, 2009). Establishing this at the individual level is important because theory 

suggests that this mutual respect, or reduced prejudice, can be passed on to the group as a whole 
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(Pettigrow and Tropp, 2006). Moreover, because promoting reconciliation at this level has the 

potential to influence other dimensions including structural and identity perspectives (Nadler, 

2012). Ultimately, this can contribute to the broader concept of intergroup reconciliation by 

establishing beneficial conditions for coinciding reconciliation efforts (Nadler, 2012). Thus, it 

becomes very important for individuals to establish reconciliatory attitudes, which can be defined 

as the acceptance of the outgroup based on mutual respect and trust.  

 

Approaches to Reconciliatory Attitudes 

To address reconciliatory attitudes at the individual level, intergroup contact becomes particularly 

relevant. A myriad of approaches exist, commonly focusing on peace education and greater 

intergroup understanding through interpersonal interaction (Bar-Tal, 2013). Common examples 

include integrated education and civil society initiatives to build bridges between communities. Of 

course, there are also challenges to this form of peacebuilding and its ability to contribute to 

reconciliatory attitudes. One such challenge, is that the effects of interpersonal peacebuilding 

programs may fail to have long term impacts on participating individuals (World Bank, 2007). 

This is concerning because achieving reconciliatory attitudes would require a fundamental, long-

term shift in perception towards the outgroup. Additionally, other concerns include the top-down 

implementation of such programs and if they are designed to address reconciliation or international 

interests (Ramsbotham et al., 2014). One way of addressing this has been to focus more from the 

local level, which has a sincere understanding of the context and community needs (Ramsbotham 

et al, 2014). With these challenges in mind, it is apparent that future research is required. 

  

2.3 Research Gap: Promoting Reconciliatory Attitudes in Frozen Conflict  
Interestingly enough, previous research has focused mainly on the result of intergroup interaction 

with little attention given to how it can come about and be enhanced (Loader, 2016). Thus, this 

study begs the question, why do some individuals, in the context of divided societies engaged in 

frozen conflict, have more positive reconciliatory attitudes than others? Research has shown that 

although frozen conflict curbs violence, the underlying incompatibilities remain (Perry 2008; 

Morar, 2010). Additionally, that reconciliation can begin even before a formal resolution (Kelman, 

2008). This means that progress can be made towards reaching reconciliation despite ongoing 
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conflict. Considering the nature of interpersonal reconciliation and the importance of intergroup 

contact to achieving this, community peacebuilding initiatives will be used as a starting point. 

Grassroots initiatives, like this, have been recognized as building significant pressure for change 

and contributing to elite level interventions as well (Lederach, 1997). In attempt to address the 

criticisms presented, we can surmise that essential to reconciliatory attitudes is establishing 

positive contact that achieves a lasting effect through contextually appropriate interventions. This 

becomes even more complicated within the context of divided societies in which contact remains 

limited. Current initiatives have not sufficiently addressed this challenge because they lack 

sufficient considerations for lasting change. Especially within protracted conflict, interventions 

that address immediate challenges also require a long-term vision in order to achieve a lasting 

change (Lederach, 1997). Yet, a new phenomenon developing in divided societies within frozen 

conflicts appears to provide one answer to this question. This approach comes in the form of locally 

managed community centers that engage individuals through social, educational and cultural 

events in a shared space. With their creative approach and welcoming nature, they have established 

intergroup contact. Therefore, these organizations in themselves constitute an important gap of 

understanding. Can the establishment of positive intergroup contact via such organizations 

contribute to reconciliatory attitudes at the individual level? 
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3. Theory 
To understand how some individuals are able to achieve reconciliatory attitudes over others, this 

section will outline the theoretical basis for the continued discussion. This will include the existing 

theoretical foundation, followed by the original contribution made through this study.  

 

3.1 Theoretical Framework 
This thesis is based on the ideas of Intergroup Contact Theory, based on Allports (1954) original 

contact hypothesis. This theoretical framework has since been expanded and challenged. Still, it is 

widely regarded as an integral insight into reducing prejudice between ingroups and outgroups. In 

the following section, intergroup contact theory will be applied to the context of Community 

Center Peacebuilding Organizations (CCPB). I will define this concept as, locally founded 

community centers, in the context of divided communities within a frozen conflict, functioning 

on/near the group division that establish a shared space with services and events made equally 

available to all members of society. Typically, these organizations have staff from all conflict 

groups, establish an organizational identity as inter-communal and provide services adapted to 

community interest. Characteristics, specific to this organizational structure, will be discussed as 

factors that enhance the possibility of achieving reconciliatory attitudes at the individual level. 

Within this study, reconciliatory attitudes can be understood as the acceptance of the outgroup 

based on mutual respect and trust. These characteristics are argued to be the core of the CCPB 

approach, including: institutional reliability and varied contact context. In short, individuals will 

gain positive attitudes towards intergroup reconciliation by having positive contact with members 

of the outgroup within an environment that allows their individual level experience to be 

generalized to the group level. 

 
 
 
 

Community  
Center  

Peacebuilding 
Organizations 

Institutional 
Reliability: 

establishing a 
shared space 

Varied Contact 
Context: 

expanding the 
contact spectrum 

Figure 1: The Core Elements of CCPB 
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3.2 Overview of Intergroup Contact Theory 
Intergroup contact theory is based on the principle that positive interaction will reduce prejudice 

towards outgroup members, originally in the context of racially divided groups (Pettigrow, 1998). 

Within the original theoretical framework based on Allports 1954 contact hypothesis, positive 

contact is defined by four optimal conditions (Pettigrow, 1998). These include, “equal group status 

within the situation, common goals, intergroup cooperation and authority support” (Pettigrow, 

1998, 65). These conditions were supported in a meta-analytic study, testing intergroup contact 

theory. The results suggest that although the optimal conditions are not necessary to reducing 

prejudice, they can serve to strengthen the effect of contact (Pettigrow and Tropp, 2006). Although 

this relationship appears to have a significant connection, it is also essential to understanding how 

and why this may occur. In another meta-analytic study, Pettigrow and Tropp (2008) test three 

considerations with the potential of reducing prejudice. These include enhancing one’s knowledge 

of the other group, reducing interaction based anxieties, and a strengthened ability to empathize 

and consider outgroup perspectives. Ultimately, the study suggested that all factors were 

significant in reducing prejudice, while anxiety reduction and empathy showed stronger results 

(Pettigrow and Tropp, 2008).  

 

Even though this theory has been used extensively, it has received criticism about the inability to 

generalize the effects, suggesting a failure to reduce prejudice, to the entire outgroup (Pettigrow 

and Tropp, 2006). The Mutual Intergroup Differentiation Model, designed by Hewstone and 

Brown in 1986, provided insight into this theoretical challenge (Miller, 2002).  This model 

demonstrates that positive contact is less effective at the interpersonal level because the identity of 

that individual may be attributed to their own unique qualities (Miller, 2002). Additionally, it 

shows that when intergroup contact is achieved, positive contact may result in improved attitudes 

towards the outgroup as a whole (Miller, 2002) It is further suggested that this could occur from 

positive contact with either a few of outgroup members or with an individual that is thought to be 

typical (Miller, 2002). This demonstrates that group salience, or the ability of individuals to be 

recognized as part of the outgroup, is a key element of this model (Miller, 2002). This is reinforced 

by the meta-analytic review by Pettigrow and Tropp (2006) which also suggests that the effects 

can be generalized to the outgroup as a whole. 
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3.3 Applying Intergroup Contact Theory to Violent Conflict  
This theory is certainly applicable to the field of peace and conflict resolution. Although the 

original concept is different in its intended application, the concepts are comparable and may be 

adjusted accordingly. The understanding of positive contact simply shifts to focus on groups who 

have experienced violent conflict. Similarly, prejudice can be understood as members of one group 

holding negative opinions of another group based on interactions involving violent conflict. These 

negative opinions may continue, even if violent conflict has ceased, maintained by a conflict 

narrative instigated by the respective parties (Bar-Tal, 2014). Thus, we can consider the 

relationship between conflict parties to reflect intergroup prejudice. The key point being that 

reduced prejudice, in this context, may be understood as reconciliatory attitudes. Although this 

concept goes beyond reducing prejudice, they both revolve around perceptions of the outgroup to 

improve intergroup relationships. Of course, this is also dependent on the generalizability of 

intergroup contact. Prejudice should not only be reduced between individuals that have positive 

contact but rather to the entirety of the outgroup they represent. In this case, reconciliatory attitudes 

towards another group can be achieved when prejudice reduction is generalized to an entire group, 

as opposed to an individual. It can thus be argued that, within the context of division caused by 

violent conflict, positive intergroup contact may contribute to reconciliatory attitudes. 

 

3.4 Achieving Positive Contact in Divided Societies: A challenge of its own 
Inherent to the context, establishing contact between groups living within divided societies can be 

difficult to achieve. And thus, positive contact should be considered an even greater challenge. For 

the purposes of this study, divided societies can be understood as having conflict parties living in 

close proximity, while functioning independently with significant animosity between groups. In 

the context of frozen conflict, this means that they are no longer engaged in violent conflict but 

have yet to reach a resolution (Perry, 2008). A large part of this is the establishment of a conflict 

narrative, common in protracted conflicts, that effectively maintains prejudice between conflict 

groups (Bar-Tal, 2014). The conflict narrative can be understood as a case of social limitations 

that limit contact between groups by making it taboo (Bar-Tal, 2014). This has been discussed as 

a way for conflict parties to cope with protracted conflict (Bar-Tal, 2014). Although, by 

strengthening animosity it also appears to continue conflict (Bar-Tal, 2014). It is also possible to 
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have physical limitations to intergroup contact in which barriers have been constructed to 

territorially divide groups. This of course, means to curb violence between groups but rarely 

achieves a resolution to the conflict (Björkdahl, 2013). Both demonstrate how division between 

conflict parties may be maintained during frozen conflicts. 

 

Whether it be a socially or physically imposed division, the overall effect remains the same. They 

serve to limit contact and ultimately impede reconciliation between conflict groups. In both cases 

this division then serves to maintain tensions and continue intergroup prejudice. To address the 

challenges imposed by division, the obvious alternative would be to consider contact. Still, as 

contact theory suggests, there must be the necessary conditions before reduction in prejudice can 

be achieved (Pettigrow, 1998). Without positive contact, the prejudices that have developed remain 

powerful motivations for individual perceptions. 

  

In short, contact may certainly be beneficial but it can be limited due to existing conditions 

established by conflict. This is not to say that positive contact will never occur naturally, simply 

that it cannot be expected. Many peacebuilding organizations try to achieve this by initiating 

programs that establish contact within the existing conditions of community division. 

 

3.5 Establishing Intergroup Contact 
Discussed earlier, peacebuilding efforts have sought to achieve reconciliation by breaking down 

the conflict narrative and establishing greater understanding between groups by engaging 

individuals. Still, one of the critiques to peacebuilding is that the immediate effects on those 

involved may diminish with time (Worchel and Coutant, 2008). A growing trend within the field 

are peacebuilding programs that establish a more continuous experience. Examples include 

integrated education, alternative peace communities and community centers (McEvoy-Levy, 

2012). All of which work with individuals and establish contact between groups in conflict. This 

is achieved through organizational models that offer a more permanent space to facilitate ongoing 

interaction. Still, every organizational structure has its advantages and disadvantages. With these 

forms of peacebuilding, it is important to consider the accessibility of each type of initiative. This 

includes who can engage and how services are made available. Integrated education, for example, 
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will mainly focus on youth and with groups of similar ages. This effectively excludes adults from 

more substantial participation. Similarly, alternative peace communities limit accessibility by how 

they can be accessed. These initiatives may be located outside of urban areas potentially limiting 

who can engage to those with reliable transportation. Although these initiatives are positive in their 

own respect, it demonstrates how accessibility can pose a challenge to individual engagement. 

Community center peacebuilding organizations, on the other hand, can function in accessible 

locations with programs relevant to all members of society. This provides individuals greater 

opportunity to engage as a part of their everyday lives. 

 

3.6 Contact Theory and Community Center Peacebuilding 
Previous discussion has demonstrated that positive intergroup contact has the potential to improve 

individual attitudes towards reconciliation (Pettigrow and Tropp, 2006). Additionally, it has shown 

that positive contact is a greater challenge within the context of communities divided by frozen 

conflict. The basic organizational structure of CCPB addresses this challenge with the aim of 

achieving more positive reconciliatory attitudes. Thus, this study aims to better understand the 

correlation between engagement in these organizations and reconciliatory attitudes. The following 

section will demonstrate how CCPB establishes positive contact while simultaneously 

constructing an environment in which outgroup members can be determined as typical of their 

respective groups. Institutional reliability will be the basis of achieving positive contact while 

variation in the context of contact is the basis of generalizability. It will be argued, on the 

theoretical basis of intergroup contact, that the combination of these characteristics contributes to 

higher rates of reconciliatory attitudes in those who engage. 

 

The theoretical process of achieving reconciliatory attitudes through CCPB is outlined in the causal 

story (Figure 2) and will be discussed as three steps.   
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(I) The Beginning: Engaging in Community Center Peacebuilding 

As previously established, contact in divided societies can be limited by physical or societal 

barriers (Bar-Tal, 2014; Björkdahl, 2013). Although variation within the nature of division 

between communities is inevitable, the common factor is that contact becomes a challenge. Part 

of this, it can be assumed, is that there is limited designated space or understanding on how to 

engage with the outgroup. In the case of Community Center Peacebuilding, engagement is made 

easier by offering space with a wide range of services. These are valuable community resources 

and attract people to engage out of personal interest. Additionally, the activities are open to the 

public as opposed to individuals selected for participation. Among other implications, this means 

that individuals can engage in activities while accompanied by their own social or familial group. 

This may serve to make engagement more comfortable while promoting more diverse community 

participation. As it is a voluntary action, there are endless possibilities as to why individuals would 

engage. In some cases, this may even be partially motivated by existing reconciliatory attitudes. 

What is important is that these individuals are likely to have more contact, either direct or indirect, 

with their respective outgroups in comparison to other members of society. 

(III) 
Individuals 
demonstrate 

reconciliatory 
attitudes 

(I) 
Individuals 
engage in 

Community 
Center 

Peacebuilding 

(II) 
Positive intergroup 

contact between 
individuals, 

established by CCPB 
characteristics: 

Greater variation in 
levels of contact 
(generalizability) 

 

Institutional 
reliability 
(positive 
contact) 

Figure 2: Causal Story 



Community Center Peacebuilding Organizations                                                         Jacobs 2017 
 

 
20       

 

Engagement as a concept is difficult to define because individuals will utilize CCPB differently, 

both in the range of services and the investment of time. This study does not aim to determine why 

or how people engage but instead the benefits of general engagement. For the purposes of this 

thesis, engagement is defined as the inclusion of CCPB into one’s regular routine. This would infer 

regular contact with individuals from the outgroup. 

 

(II) The Middle: CCPB Characteristics 

This thesis argues that CCPB is characterized by institutional reliability and increased variation in 

contact, which establish positive intergroup contact and outgroup generalizability. These 

characteristics are suggested to enhance the individual experience and allow for a more consistent 

contact. Once the individual has engaged, this serves to reformulate perceptions towards the 

outgroup. In the following sections, these two characteristics will be discussed in further detail. 

 

Institutional Reliability:  

This refers to the establishment of an organized physical space, regularly accessible to all parties 

within the conflict. Extremely important to this point, is the equal establishment of this concept 

for all parties involved. Without the same accessibility, intergroup contact is reduced and 

ultimately inhibits positive contact. This section will discuss what it means for an organization to 

have institutional reliability and how this can contribute to individuals engaging in positive 

intergroup contact. 

 

One part of institutional reliability is the establishment of a shared space that transcends physically 

or socially imposed barriers that limit engagement. The intergroup division may be enforced at the 

political, social or even familial level. Yet, to exist, CCPB organizations must achieve a certain 

level of community acceptance. Both physical and social barriers must be relaxed enough for 

groups to come into contact. Additionally, they must be granted the same required permissions as 

other organizations to function within society. Arguably, this demonstrates support from the 

political level authorities which can serve to establish greater organizational legitimacy within 

society. This can be strengthened through project collaboration between CCPB organizations and 

government agencies, which can serve as a social cue of acceptance or program value. Still, 
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especially at the individual level, there are challenges as to identifying exactly what authority 

resonates. The point to be made is that CCPB minimizes the social consequences of engagement 

by functioning primarily as a community center as opposed to a peacebuilding organization. 

 

Establishing a shared space can also offer an equal sense of security for all individuals who choose 

to engage. CCPB aims to achieve this through an accessible location and shared ownership of the 

space. An accessible location in this sense, means that it is located on or near the established 

division. This is relatively intuitive, as all groups should feel safe when traveling to and from the 

organization. Within divided communities, territorial considerations must be accounted for. 

Having to enter into a territory inhabited by the outgroup, may de-incentivize engagement. Also, 

crucial to the location is that is within a populated area, typically within the territorial limits of the 

divided area. Truly achieving a shared space ensures that neither group is disadvantaged in their 

ability to reach the organization. Related to this, is an organizational structure that establishes a 

sense of ownership by the groups in conflict. This is made possible through a neutral location but 

is not guaranteed in practice. CCPB achieves this by demonstrating a commitment to maintaining 

an intergroup organizational identity by giving all groups some stake within its development. 

Within the organization this can be established though transparent practices of employing staff 

from the various conflict parties. At the individual level, this can be achieved through marketing 

and promotional strategies that emphasize equality in language and the availability of information. 

For individuals, this establishes greater equality between groups because their group is represented 

within the focus of the initiative. Thus, shared ownership limits the chance of one group 

overpowering or disregarding another by establishing greater equality between groups. 

 

Another integral part to institutional reliability is to provide services that are both a valuable 

resource and relevant to a wide range of community members. Critical to this is regularly offering 

a variety of programs and making them open to the public. This, in very simple terms, allows 

individuals greater choice in the way they engage. Particularly important to the CCPB structure is 

that, through this shared space, it can offer both formal and informal interaction. When discussing 

formal interaction, this would refer to more structured activities like educational courses and 

workshops. For individuals, this means engaging with members of the outgroup in activities that 
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establish learning as a common goal. This kind of interaction can occur at various levels, either 

together as students or between students and instructors. Either way, individuals have the chance 

to constructively interact with members of the outgroup. As the activities are generally determined 

by community demand, shared interests can be discovered and used to create connections. 

Continued interaction at an informal level can be understood as anything outside of a service 

oriented context. For example, this may include basic conversation or meeting outgroup friends. 

This is then facilitated by a shared space made available to the community.  

 

What makes all this possible is intergroup cooperation in the form of participation. Institutional 

reliability provides opportunities that are regularly open to the public. Without individuals that are 

willing to engage, positive contact would not be possible. Throughout this conversation, 

cooperation has been an instrumental element of the CCPB organizational structure. It can be seen 

between societies who permit members to engage, between staff and most importantly between 

individuals using the services. This cooperation is strengthened by the consistency of a functioning 

organization that is regularly open to the public. This is in line with the current understanding that 

prejudice can be reduced over time through positive contact (Hodson, 2013). Essentially noting 

that the effect can be sustained through continued positive interaction. 

     

In summary, we can see that CCPB allows for the natural progression of the four optimal 

conditions originally established in Allports (1954) contact hypothesis. Institutional reliability 

requires support from authorities, establishes equality between groups, provides a common goal 

and promotes ongoing cooperation. These were well defined as ‘optimal’ considering how 

challenging they are to achieve between groups that hold some sort of prejudice against each other. 

Therefore, the niche role of these organizations is to establish positive intergroup contact available 

at greater ease to individual community members. Arguably, without the presence of such an 

organization, finding a comparable situation would pose a significant challenge within the context 

of divided societies. 
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Variation in the Context of Contact:  

The theoretical framework outlined in this study suggests that to achieve reconciliatory attitudes, 

positive intergroup contact between individuals must also be generalizable to the outgroup as a 

whole. In this case, generalizability can be understood as the projection of positive attitudes from 

the individual level to the group level. In the previous section, it was established that CCPB has 

the theoretical potential to achieve positive intergroup contact. This section will discuss how it 

simultaneously achieves generalizability.  

 

One way to achieve generalizability is to interact with a more representative selection of outgroup 

members (Miller, 2002). First, it is important to recognize that within the context of divided 

societies, existing interaction may be extremely limited. This is problematic because a 

preconceived understanding of a group can then define one’s expectations of reality. To challenge 

that preconceived understanding, positive contact must occur with an individual or a group of 

individuals that are considered typical, and thus representative, of the outgroup (Miller, 2002). 

This also serves to demonstrate variation within the outgroup, allowing for the notion of a singular 

outgroup identity to be dismantled (Miller, 2002). This notion is reflected in the Personalization 

Model by Brewer and Miller (1984) that demonstrates group diversity and how individual level 

identities overlap between groups (Miller, 2002). 

 

The premise of this theoretical discussion will be that CCPB mimics everyday life. By offering a 

wider range of services they not only expand the types of contact but also the types of individuals 

that engage. This variation means that individuals will come into contact with many types of people 

within the outgroup. For example, there may be activities that attract youth, professionals, elderly 

or family units. Experiencing positive contact with such a diverse representation of outgroup 

members, then theoretically allows for generalizability beyond the individual to the group level. 

Arguably, this can be strengthened by the likelihood that individuals will come into contact with 

members of the outgroup in a variety of different contexts. CCPB offers a space for social, 

educational, transactional and even professional interaction. This may occur as formal contact with 

staff, course instructors or classmates. Or, it may occur as informal contact between individuals 

making use of the activities provided within the shared space. Having these everyday interactions 
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with members of the outgroup can facilitate contact with a wider variety of individuals. From this 

theoretical premise, that contact with a more representative section of outgroup members, we can 

see that CCPB has the necessary conditions to increase generalizability. Of course, as previously 

mentioned, one of the main factors in generalization is group salience (Miller, 2002). For the 

purposes of this thesis, we will work on the assumption that there will be a sufficient level of 

salience between groups in the context of frozen conflict. Continuing this assumption, the 

identification of outgroup members appears even more likely through interpersonal contact. 

 

The Combination of Characteristics: Institutional Reliability and Varied Contact  

We can see through the discussion that each characteristic achieves a different but critical goal. 

One achieves the conditions necessary for positive intergroup contact for individuals while the 

other achieves improved conditions for group generalizability. Ultimately these conditions are 

independent of each other, meaning they could simply occur on their own. Yet each characteristic 

affects contact in different ways. Both of which are important to achieving reconciliatory attitudes, 

as the effects of positive contact must be translated to positive attitudes towards the outgroup as a 

whole. This theory suggests that is this combination of characteristics that allows CCPB to achieve 

reconciliatory attitudes with participating individuals. 

 

(III) The End: Higher Levels of Reconciliatory Attitudes 

Through the previous discussion, we have established that CCPB can allow for individuals from 

groups in the context of frozen conflict to come together under optimal conditions for both contact 

and outgroup generalizability. Considering the existing theoretical discussion around intergroup 

contact theory, engaging in CCPB should ultimately result in reconciliatory attitudes. In practice, 

this means that individuals would be open to interact with the outgroup in a similar way to the 

ingroup. Arguably then, if individuals engage in regular positive interaction and establish positive 

views towards the outgroup, reconciliatory attitudes have been achieved.  

 

Going further, an important consideration is that reconciliatory attitudes can be viewed as a 

spectrum within individuals, as a range of possible attitudes exist. That is, individual reconciliatory 

attitudes can be continuously enhanced by establishing a stronger understanding and personal 



Community Center Peacebuilding Organizations                                                         Jacobs 2017 
 

 
25       

 

connections with the outgroup. If this is the case, then individuals engaging in CCPB are more 

likely to demonstrate reconciliatory attitudes compared to the surrounding community where 

positive, varied contact is less common. Based on the theoretical framework discussed above, the 

following hypothesis will be examined:  

 

H1: Individuals that engage in CCPB will have more positive reconciliatory attitudes. 
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4. Research Design 
To test this theory, research was conducted to gain insight into the differences in reconciliatory 

attitudes between individuals who engage in CCPB and those who do not. The following section 

will discuss the research process. 

 

4.1 Program Selection 
To understand individual reconciliatory attitudes, selected cases have to be at the individual level. 

Still, the selection of an appropriate program is important to research the theoretical framework 

outlined in this thesis. To be considered within the confines of this research, possible programs 

must fulfill the designated criteria. This includes considerations around the conflict context, the 

presence of Community Center Peacebuilding Organizations and the availability of data. 

Concerning the conflict context, this study will consider frozen conflicts that have resulted in the 

division of communities. This means that there will either be some form of physical barrier or 

socially enforced division between groups living within the same geographic area. Frozen conflict 

is an important factor because it establishes a more secure, non-violent, setting in which local 

peacebuilding initiatives can better function. The second consideration requires there to be a 

peacebuilding organization that functions according to the definition of a Community Center 

Peacebuilding Organization within the context of a frozen conflict. An important consideration is 

the location along the established divide between communities. Lastly, individual level data must 

be available for case analysis. If existing data is unavailable, currently functioning programs will 

be considered.  

 

Based on these criteria, the following programs were identified as eligible programs for research: 

OKC Abrašević and Home for Cooperation. OKC Abrašević is a community center in Mostar, 

Bosnia that functions within the context of a socially enforced division between conflict groups 

(OKC Abrašević, 2017; Björkdahl, 2013). The Home for Cooperation is a community center in 

Nicosia, Cyprus within the UN buffer zone, which physically divides two communities in conflict 

(H4C, 2015). Both organizations currently function in divided communities, within the context of 

frozen conflict, as community centers that provide services to all members of society. Although 

both organizations were suitable for the study, only one was required. The Home for Cooperation 
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was selected based on the nature of division and its highly-regarded reputation. Having a physical 

barrier, in the form of a militarized zone, allowed for a clear communal division. Also, because 

the entire country remains divided, the possibility of individuals having other forms of contact was 

considered to be reduced. In Mostar, the possibility of additional contact outside of the divided 

area was considered as a possible way to influence people’s attitudes. 

 

4.2 Program Context and Overview 
Cyprus has been a frozen conflict since 1974, when the United Nations Peacekeeping Mission in 

Cyprus intervened and effectively created a division between the North and the South of the island 

(United Nations, 2017). The capital, Nicosia, was divided as well. This division is enforced in 

many areas with a physical barrier and maintained by the UN Mission (United Nations, 2017). The 

North of the island has taken the name of the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC), 

although technically it is an occupied territory within the Republic of Cyprus and only recognized 

internationally by Turkey (UCDP, 2016). This area is generally defined by a population that 

identifies as Turkish Cypriot (United Nations, 2017). The South is a member of the European 

Union and the population is generally defined as Greek Cypriot (UCDP, 2016). During the conflict, 

and still to this day, the Greek Cypriot community makes up the majority of the islands population 

(UCDP, 2016). It was not until 2003 that any crossing was allowed to normal citizens (United 

Nations, 2017). This crossing was allowed at designated sites along the buffer zone, while the 

majority remains closed (United Nations, 2017). The Home for Cooperation is a community center 

located in one of the buffer zone pedestrian crossings between North and South Nicosia (H4C, 

2015). This organization serves both communities and establishes a safe, shared space in which 

members of both communities are welcome to utilize the services and events (H4C, 2015). It was 

first founded in 2011 and is described as “a lively community center providing opportunities to 

young people, the general public, activists, educators and other agents of change to develop 

knowledge and critical thinking through diverse and rich cultural, artistic and educational 

programs.” (H4C, 2015). These programs include language education, city tours, workshops, panel 

discussions and festivals. Aside from organized activities, the Home for Cooperation offers space 

open to the public in the form of a cafe, community library and the ability to rent space for private 

functions (H4C, 2015). As the organization boasts, this “encourages people to cooperate with each 
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other beyond constraints and dividing lines” (H4C, 2015). In the case of the Home for Cooperation, 

the space has also been utilized for a variety of official purposes such as meetings between political 

and religious elites, as well as coordination between the neighboring municipalities. 

 

4.3 Available Resources 
Existing data regarding the Home for Cooperation and reconciliatory attitudes is extremely limited. 

This lack of information about the organization is due to minimal internally collected data that is 

relevant to the study and minimal research around this form of peacebuilding in general. 

Concerning local attitudes towards reconciliation, the Social Cohesion and Reconciliation 

(SCORE) Index4 has collected data at the district and national levels (SCORE Index, 2015a). 

Considering the larger scale of the available data, it was deemed beyond the scope of this study. 

Due to the specific nature of data necessary for this study, primary research was conducted that is 

specific to the organization and reconciliatory attitudes.  

  

4.4 Research Method: Survey 
The research method of conducting a survey was determined based on the type of data necessary.  

To understand the relationship between individuals engaging in the shared space established by 

community center peacebuilding organizations and their respective reconciliatory attitudes, there 

must be individual level research. This aims to understand the correlation between the independent 

and dependent variables, which can be measured effectively through survey data. To demonstrate 

variation between those who engage and those who do not, the sample must also be representative 

of larger groups. This requires collecting data on a larger number of cases within the population. 

A survey, as opposed to in-depth interviews, will provide the research with a more generalized 

understanding and a greater ability to compare these groups. Additionally, although in-depth 

interviews would also contribute to the understanding of this phenomenon, they would better serve 

to establish causality between the two variables. Thus, to establish correlation between the two 

variables, survey research was determined as the most appropriate method.  

 

                                                
4 “The SCORE index is a tool designed to measure social cohesion and reconciliation as two indicators of 
peace in multi-ethnic societies around the world” (SCORE Index, 2015b) 
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4.5 Survey Design and Implementation  
This research aimed to follow the methodology of total design survey by considering, as best as 

possible, the entirety of the survey process. This stems from the view that the data will only be as 

strong as the weakest element of the overall survey design (Fowler, Jr., 2014). Of course, every 

survey will have flaws but considering the entirety of the process and minimizing error at every 

level is important to the “total-design” (Fowler, Jr., 2014). For these reasons, it is important to 

consider the probability sample, sample frame, sample size, sample design, rate of response, 

question design and capacity of the surveyor (Fowler, Jr., 2014). 

 

With the Home for Cooperation selected as the program of study, the time frame studied is also of 

importance. This research focuses on current practices and attitudes within the community, which 

was deemed appropriate for various reasons. As it is required to conduct primary research with 

individual community members, asking for current information was most reliable. This will reduce 

response error by allowing respondents to provide their ongoing engagement in CCPB and the 

current state of their reconciliatory attitudes. This is opposed to having respondents remember 

previous experience, which has a significant potential to cause error (Fowler, Jr., 2014). Also, 

considering the theoretical framework and its relevance to the field, current information is the most 

compelling. It allows for an up to date understanding of the potential impacts of this organizational 

structure.  

 

The population included in the study will be those within a 2-kilometer radius of the Home for 

Cooperation. This radius was determined because the population should represent the perspectives 

of individuals within the surrounding community. Although the services are made available to 

anyone, practical limitations had to be set. Additionally, the radius includes high traffic areas that 

attract a diverse range of community members. Further eligibility was determined on three limiting 

factors. Respondents would have to be over the age of 18, currently living in Nicosia and identify 

as either Greek or Turkish Cypriot. Requiring a minimum age of 18 was decided based on legal 

and ethical considerations. Under age respondents would require parental approval to participate. 

Requiring respondents to live in Nicosia was established due to considerations of the surrounding 

community. Including respondents who are not typically part of the surrounding community could 
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potentially distort the data. This requirement would eliminate individuals that are only visiting the 

area. Lastly, limiting the survey to either Greek or Turkish Cypriot ensures respondents are 

relevant to the study. As these are the main parties involved in the conflict it is their perspective 

that is relevant to reconciliation. This eliminates the possibility of including foreign nationals or 

other communities less impacted by conflict.  

 

During the implementation, questionnaires were completed in person on printed forms. As no 

complete telephone or email lists exists, this was the most effective way of reaching a potentially 

representative population. The survey was self-administered by the respondent because it sought 

personal opinions on potentially sensitive information. Allowing respondents to fill in their 

answers left the responses completely anonymous and eliminated concerns of possible judgement 

from the interviewer. This has been determined as a method to achieve more accurate results 

(Fowler, Jr., 2014). For efficiency purposes, two separate data collection techniques were utilized 

to ensure sufficient responses from those who engage in CCPB organization. A purposive sample 

was used to collect data from those who engage in CCPB. This technique helps identify potential 

respondents that have the necessary characteristics for the study but may otherwise be difficult to 

include (Hibberts et al., 2012). The implementation of simple random sample5 was limited due to 

the inability to establish a well-defined population. 

 

Approximately half of the surveys were conducted outside of the organization but within the 2-

kilometer radius. This is meant to be representative of the general community, while collecting 

data from individuals less likely to have engaged. Within this radius four high traffic areas were 

selected to conduct the surveys. Two locations were selected on each side of the divide, collecting 

data in primarily Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot areas. Over the course of two weeks each 

location was visited multiple times in the morning (9 AM), afternoon (12 PM), late afternoon (4 

PM) and evening (6 PM). To allow for a wider range of potential respondents, the days of the week 

in which surveys were conducted was considered as well. Surveys were conducted on all weekdays 

including one Saturday and two Sundays. At each location respondents were selected by asking 

                                                
5 “Simple random sampling is a technique with the property that every element within a population has an 
equal chance of being included in the sample” (Hibberts et al., 2012, 55).  
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the third male, followed by every third female and so on. If a selected individual opted out of 

participating, another three individuals were counted before requesting participation. This 

consideration was made for reasons of stratification, which is beneficial to collecting a more 

representative sample based on characteristics that define the designated population (Fowler, Jr., 

2014). To be representative, males and females were measured equally. Additionally, equal 

questionnaires were collected on both sides of the divide. This was meant to include both Greek 

Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot communities. Both characteristics were decided to be representative 

of the surrounding community. 

 

With the alternative approach, approximately half of the surveys were conducted at the 

organization itself. These surveys were conducted with individuals from a range of activities 

offered at the organization including language courses, workshops, conferences and general use of 

the space. To identify appropriate times to conduct surveys, the organization was consulted. 

Language course and workshop instructors allowed time for program participants to take part in 

the survey on a voluntary basis. Participation in the survey was also made available to individuals 

using the space from Monday through Wednesday and Friday during opening hours of the 

organization. All individuals who met the eligibility requirements were asked to take part. This 

method is less advanced to the one implemented in the surrounding community but necessary to 

gather sufficient responses from eligible individuals who engage. Additionally, stratification was 

not considered within the data collection method used at the organization. This was due to a lack 

of existing statistics that would make it possible to determine the typical demographic breakdown 

of visitors. It is important to recognize that there is potential bias created by this less thorough data 

collection method. The method used may not collect a sample that is entirely representative the 

intended population. 

 

Before the survey was conducted, measures were taken to ensure that participants would be able 

to clearly understand. The survey and informed consent form were made available in English, 

Greek and Turkish. Staff from the organization, both native Greek and Turkish speakers, 

volunteered to translate the documents into their respective languages. Once complete, the 

translated surveys and informed consent forms were reverse translated by another native speaker 
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for verification purposes. The translations were subsequently compared to the English version to 

ensure consistency in understanding across all three copies of the survey documents. Confusion 

due to phrasing was minimal and adjusted as necessary. In addition to translation, the survey 

questions were reviewed by both a Greek Cypriot and a Turkish Cypriot. This was to ensure that 

the questions were free of culturally complicated terminology. A limited field pretest was then 

conducted to address any further issues with the survey instructions and questions. To do this, the 

survey was administered with two community members and the responses were discussed. This 

provided the opportunity to address issues of validity and reliability based on question formation 

before implementation (Fowler, Jr., 2014). No changes were made as a result of the field pretest. 

 

4.6 Ethical considerations  
For this thesis, primary research was conducted with human subjects. Throughout the research 

process, considerations were taken to control for potential negative effects. An informed consent 

form was provided to ensure that all respondents were conscious of the survey’s purpose and their 

rights before being asked to complete the survey. This document included a brief description of 

the research project, eligibility requirements, possible risks, information management and 

distribution of results. This document was translated and distributed in English, Greek and Turkish 

to ensure that all participants would be able to understand. Special consideration was made to 

maintain the voluntary nature of the survey and refraining from influencing individuals to 

participate. Once a potential respondent declined to take part, no additional effort was made to 

persuade them. It was also made clear in the informed consent form that participation was 

voluntary and could be terminated at any point. If individuals decided to take part, various 

measures were taken to ensure their anonymity. No information was collected that would allow 

for the identification of individual respondents. Additionally, the survey was administered by the 

research team, including the student responsible and local contacts at the participating 

organization. Local contacts assisted in the distribution of surveys and all completed 

questionnaires were delivered directly to the student responsible. To reduce negative emotional 

responses, the survey was reviewed by local contacts before implementation to ensure that 

questions and terminology were sensitive to local perspectives. Lastly, as the survey contained 
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questions about the selected organization, they were consulted before the implementation. The 

inclusion of the organizations name within the survey was approved. 

 

4.7 Measuring Key Theoretical Concepts 
The key concepts that need to be measured in this study are the independent variable, engagement 

in CCPB, and the dependent variable, reconciliatory attitudes. Possible confounding variables 

were also measured, including: having family displaced by conflict, political beliefs and ethnic 

background. 

 

Engagement was measured by survey questions designed to understand if and how often 

individuals were visiting the Home for Cooperation. Engagement was considered as having regular 

attendance within one’s routine. Respondents were asked to select one of the following options 

regarding their attendance: never, less than once a month, once a month, once every two weeks, 

once a week, multiple times per week, everyday. To be considered as part of one’s regular routine, 

individuals must report using the services and/ or attending events at least once per month. 

Respondents were categorized as one of the following three categories: not engaged, engaged or 

very engaged. Not engaged included responses of never and less than once a month. Engaged 

included responses of once a month and once every two weeks. Very engaged included responses 

of once a week, multiple times per week and every day.  

 

Reconciliatory attitudes were measured by survey questions designed to gauge individual’s 

attitudes towards everyday interactions with members from the opposing group. These questions 

were measured on five point Likert scale (Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neutral, Agree, Strongly 

Agree). Ten questions were included to measure attitudes towards different kinds of interactions 

that involve considerable mutual respect and trust for members of the conflict outgroup. These 

interactions were meant to encompass a range intimacy levels and common interpersonal 

relationships. The final questions were selected from or inspired by previous surveys conducted 

by SCORE Index (SCORE Index, 2015a). The questions have been paraphrased and include 

below: 
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Regarding the relationships stated below, do you feel comfortable with someone from the other 

community: 

1.   babysitting your child? 

2.   marrying into your immediate family? 

3.   coming to your home to have dinner with your family? 

4.   as your boss or supervisor? 

5.   as your neighbor? 

6.   as your colleague? 

7.   as your business partner? 

8.   as a close personal friend? 

9.   as a classmate? 

10.   running a business in your neighborhood? 

 

Respondents were categorized as either demonstrating reconciliatory attitudes or not 

demonstrating reconciliatory attitudes. This was determined by assigning each response a 

corresponding value. Responses of highly disagree received a value of negative two, disagree 

received a value of negative one, neutral received zero, agree received one and highly agree 

received a value of two. Once the individual responses were assigned a value, the sum of all ten 

responses determined how cases were categorized. This left the possibility of scoring between a 

total of -20 and 20 points. If the total fell within the range of -20 to 7, the case was categorized as 

not reconciled. If a case fell within the range of 8 to 20, it was categorized as reconciled. This 

system was formed on the premise that averaging a response of ten points (‘agree’ average) would 

reflect reconciliatory attitudes. The range was lowered to eight to allow for up to two neutral 

responses because some respondents may have considered questions not personally applicable. 

Thus, anything below eight was not considered reconciled while anything above was considered 

reconciled. 

 

The five point Likert scale was chosen because it allows for a greater flexibility for respondents. 

Including neutral as a possible response, means that respondents will not have to choose from 

extreme answers that may not be applicable (Fowler, Jr., 2014). Additionally, more categories to 
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select from allows for more data to be collected and the ability to order or compare different cases 

with greater detail (Fowler, Jr., 2014). The scale was limited to five responses because 

overcomplicating the choice of possible responses makes it difficult for respondents to respond. 

They must be able to differentiate between the implications of each response to be able to respond 

effectively (Fowler, Jr., 2014).  

 

The first control, having family displaced by conflict, was reported by responding if anyone in 

their family had been displaced by conflict. Additionally, it was specified that family could mean 

anyone they considered to be related to them. Possible answers were limited to yes or no. This 

variable was included because it accounts for possible direct and indirect effects of conflict. 

Having relatives displaced by conflict, may result in a strong emotional response to the outgroup. 

For this reason, it was determined that it may interact with both the willingness to engage and 

one’s ability to reconcile.  

 

The second control, political beliefs, was included by asking respondents what they consider their 

political beliefs. Possible responses included the left, center, right or as having no political identity. 

In previous studies conducted by the SCORE Index, right-wing political parties in Cyprus were 

recognized as having more discriminatory attitudes and negative views towards the possibility of 

reconciliation (Ioannou et al., 2015). Once again, this was recognized as having the potential to 

affect both the independent and dependent variables.  

 

The last control, ethnic background, is based on respondents identification as either Greek Cypriot 

or Turkish Cypriot. According to the SCORE index, the two communities report different levels 

of reconciliation (SCORE Index, 2015a). Although this is only shown at the national and district 

levels in this analysis, it is expected to have a similar effect in the area where surveys were 

conducted. It was also recognized that the two communities report different levels of feeling 

threatened by or wishing to stay separate from the other community (Ioannou et al., 2015). 

Additionally, during the time of survey implementation there was a breakdown in ongoing peace 

talks between the two groups (Christou, 2017). This was considered as possibly affecting the two 
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parties’ views on reconciliation. For these reasons, ethnic background was determined to possibly 

limit engagement and attitudes towards reconciliation. 

 

4.8 Final Survey Outcome 
Ultimately 122 questionnaires were collected, 21 of which were excluded based on ineligibility. 

The final data set includes information from 101 respondents. Of the eligible questionnaires, 50 

were collected in the surrounding community and 51 were collected at the Home for Cooperation. 

By sex, there were 48 males versus 53 females. By ethnic background, there were 39 Turkish 

Cypriot in comparison to 62 Greek Cypriots. By age, there were 17 from the age of 18 to 25, 41 

from the age of 26 to 35, 18 from the ages of 36 to 45, and 25 from the age of 45 and above. 

 

4.9 Error and Bias 
Due to the nature of this study, is it important to consider a range of potential error and bias.  While 

error is random and bias occurs systematically, they both pose challenges to the reliability of the 

data collected (Fowler, Jr., 2014). This section will discuss where possible complications may have 

occurred and how they were reduced when possible.  

 

Two types of error must be considered. First, if the answers given measure characteristics that they 

are intended to describe (Fowler, Jr., 2014). Additionally, if the sample mirrors the population. 

(Fowler, Jr., 2014). Considering the ability of the questions to measure the key theoretical 

concepts, the main concerns for error result from question formulation and translation which may 

have limited the respondents’ ability to understand. Questions were clearly formulated to reflect 

the intended concepts with closed responses to maintain consistent and comparable answers 

(Fowler, Jr., 2014). Considering that all responses relate directly to current, personal actions and 

opinions, it is expected that all respondents were able to provide reliable answers. Additionally, 

translations were made available to increase accessibility to all communities. Another considerable 

error may have come from the interviewer implementing the survey, who can affect the results by 

the way they interact with potential and participating respondents (Fowler, Jr., 2014). In this case, 

the interviewer was unable to speak the local languages. This may have created error by a limited 

ability to engage with community members. In an attempt to reduce error caused by the 
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interviewer, two measures were taken. Translated informed consent forms were provided to give 

a clear understanding of the purpose and procedure. Additionally, the interviewer followed the 

procedure outlined in the survey implementation section when approaching potential respondents.  

 

Bias may appear in various ways, the most relevant to this study includes bias from voluntary 

participation, non-response and social desirability. One clear bias that had the potential to affect 

results stems from the voluntary nature of the survey. This can lead to a sample that fails to 

represent the desired population by not achieving the necessary variation (Fowler, Jr., 2014). A 

portion of the potential respondents opted out after learning of the time requirement or 

understanding the subject matter. This suggests the possibility of those opposed to reconciliation, 

deciding not to take part in the survey. This is very much related to the concern of non-response 

bias, which occurs when respondents choose not to participate in the study (Fowler, Jr., 2014). 

Bias occurs when non-response excludes groups that should be included in the survey, thus making 

it less representative (Hibberts et al., 2012). Possible bias may be reduced if the excluded groups 

would have similar responses to those included (Hibberts et al., 2012). To reduce the potential of 

bias from voluntary participation and non-response, the survey was kept short and estimated to 

take under five minutes to complete. Social desirability bias relates to respondents not wanting to 

report certain characteristics because they may be viewed negatively as a result (Fowler, Jr., 2014). 

In this case, respondents may have responded more positively towards reconciliation because of a 

desire to be viewed as the more peaceful conflict party. It can be assumed that most members of 

society are aware of reconciliation efforts and thus, would likely fail to account for significant 

variation. To account for this, multiple questions were asked around the dependent variable 

allowing for greater possible variation within the answers. Lastly, surveys were self-administered 

to maintain the anonymity of individual responses within the survey process.   

 

An additional concern includes the variation between data collection methods in the surrounding 

community and in the organization. This is particularly important for the purposive sample at the 

organization, which may have resulted in a less representative sample of the target population due 

to respondent selection. Additional implications arise from the use of a purposive sample to collect 

data about those at the organization. Those attending the organization may have general 
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characteristics that make them distinct from others, possibly contributing to a greater likelihood to 

become engaged. For example, those people who engage may be more socially outgoing and 

active. Respondents outside of the organization may show greater variation of these characteristics, 

which could be viewed as a limiting factor to the comparability of sample groups.  

 

Ultimately it must be understood that this study does contain error and bias, both in the sample 

and the measurement. This was understood from the beginning and choices were made throughout 

to reduce this as much as possible. The key considerations were to construct clear questions with 

closed answers, translated documents, self-administration and making it as accessible as possible 

by varying the time and location of data collection.  
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5. Empirics 
To test the theoretical framework, this study proceeded with a quantitative analysis based on the 

survey findings. This was used to determine whether a correlation exists between engaging in 

CCPB and reconciliatory attitudes. The dataset includes 101 cases which are defined as individual 

respondents to the survey. 
Table 1: Breakdown of Findings 

 

Using a logistic regression, the survey results were analyzed further to determine statistical 

significance. This method was chosen because of a binary dependent variable. The regression was 

run with the independent variable defined as engagement in the organization and dependent 

variable defined as reconciliatory attitudes. Control variables were included in the models because 

they were recognized as possible confounders. Due to the small number of cases examined, the 

number of controls was limited to three. These include having family displaced by conflict, 

political beliefs and ethnic background.  

 

Three models were developed to include the range of controls. Model 1 ran the logistic regression 

including only the independent and dependent variables. The results show a positive correlation 

between engagement and reconciliatory attitudes that is statically significant at the 99% level. 

Model 2 included two control variables, having a family member displaced by conflict and political 

views. Even with the inclusion of these two controls, there remained a positive correlation between 

the independent and dependent variables that is statistically significant at the 99% level. Neither 

of the controls prove to be statistically significant. Affected by conflict showed a positive 

coefficient and political views showed a negative coefficient. Model 3 added ethnic background 

Breakdown of Findings 

 ENGAGED (Including 
Highly Engaged) 

NOT ENGAGED TOTAL 

RECONCILIATORY 
ATTITUDES 

45 
(0.92) 

27 
(0.52) 

72 

NO RECONCILIATORY 
ATTITUDES 

4 
(0.08) 

25 
(0.48) 

29 

TOTAL 49 52 101 
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to include all three controls. Still, there remained a positive correlation between engagement and 

reconciliatory attirudes that is statistically significant at the 99% level. None of the controls proved 

to be statistically significant. Ethnic background showed a negative coefficient. 

 

The log likelihood allows for the comparison of these models, with the highest value representing 

the best model. In this case it is Model 3, including all control variables. Of course, this should be 

interpreted with caution because of a small sample. Results are displayed in Table 2. 

 

Table 2: CCPB Engagement and Reconciliatory Attitudes 
 

 Dependent variable: 
  

 Reconciliatory Attitudes 
 (1) (2) (3) 

 
Community Engagement 0.203*** 0.186*** 0.192*** 
 (0.046) (0.049) (0.049) 
    
Affected by Conflict  0.024 0.013 
  (0.090) (0.090) 
    
Political View  -0.271 -0.253 
  (0.178) (0.178) 
    
Ethnic Background   -0.125 
   (0.085) 
    
Constant 0.546*** 0.562*** 0.611*** 
 (0.056) (0.072) (0.079) 
    

 
Observations 101 101 101 
Log Likelihood -55.068 -53.845 -52.733 
Akaike Inf. Crit. 114.135 115.690 115.466 

 
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
 
Table 2: CCPB Engagement and Reconciliatory Attitudes 
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6. Analysis 
Results from the logistic regression allow for discussion of possible interpretations and the 

implications they pose for the theoretical framework previously outlined. This section will 

continue the discussion by addressing the main results, theoretical generalizability, further 

analysis, challenges posed to this study, alternative explanations, negative contact theory and 

areas of future research. 

 
6.1 Discussing the Results 
Upon analysis, it becomes apparent that the results are consistent with the hypothesis. This 

statistically significant correlation suggests that individuals who engaged in the services provided 

by the Home for Cooperation are more likely to have reconciliatory attitudes than members of the 

surrounding community that do not engage. Additionally, the statistical relationship remains 

significant when all other variables are held constant. As expected, political views had a negative 

coefficient suggesting that right-wing political beliefs would reduce the likelihood of 

reconciliatory attitudes. Also, ethnic background suggested that identifying as Turkish Cypriot 

would have a negative effect on reconciliatory attitudes. This is consistent with the national and 

district level data collected in the SCORE Index (SCORE Index, 2015a). These results have 

positive implications for the theoretical framework outlined in this study, consistently 

demonstrating that there is indeed a significant relationship throughout all the models. Although 

these results demonstrate correlation between the two variables, they cannot determine causation. 

This means that even if a correlation exists, it cannot be accounted for by the CCPB model with 

certainty. Still, this is a positive indication for the possibility of individuals achieving 

reconciliatory attitudes though this model, which opens the conversation around a previously 

understudied concept.  

 

For individuals, assuming the survey data is representative, it suggests that there is a distinction 

between those who engage and those who do not. And that, central to the argument, the distinction 

is that they both engage and have reconciliatory attitudes. One implication, if we consider that 

engagement has the theorized effect, is that reconciliatory attitudes may be achieved through the 

CCPB model and positive intergroup contact. Looking beyond the Home for Cooperation, it is 
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also important to analyze how this theoretical framework can be generalized to other cases of 

CCPB. Although this data is specific to one organization, the correlation suggests the possibility 

of CCPB organizations within a similar context being able to promote more reconciliatory 

attitudes. If we consider the results to show that those who engage in CCPB are more likely to 

have reconciliatory attitudes, it can be speculated that there is in fact something inherent to these 

types of organizations that creates the necessary conditions to achieve this. 

 

6.2 Generalizability Beyond the Program of Study 
Looking beyond this study, it is possible to speculate about the potential generalizability of CCPB. 

This section will consider potential connections to national level reconciliation efforts and similar 

organizations.  

 

Macro Level 

From this discussion, it is possible to speculate as to the effect such an organization may have at 

the level of national reconciliation. If reconciliatory attitudes are assumed to be achieved, then it 

is possible to suggest that this could influence national level reconciliation in two ways. First, 

while establishing more reconciliatory attitudes, the development of a peace-supportive narrative 

is also likely to occur (Bar-Tal, 2014). As this narrative gains support at the personal level, it has 

the possibility to influence formal institutions within society (Bar-Tal, 2014). Similarly, it appears 

that positive contact may reduce the perceived threat from an outgroup and ultimately promote an 

increased willingness for compromise (Pickett et al., 2014). Once substantial, this change may be 

acknowledged at the political level as a consideration for future policy towards reconciling. 

Second, speculation suggests the potential for such organizations to contribute to the general 

acceptance of reconciliation at the national level by conditioning individual members of society 

towards greater acceptance and connectedness. This would provide something of a foundation for 

decision makers at the political level to build on. Additionally, it would add to the proportion of 

society in favor of reconciliation. Once a majority is reached, the potential for reconciliation 

becomes more likely (Bar-Tal, 2014). Of course, these organizations are limited in the scale of 

their organizational reach. Yet, initiatives at the community level have been recognized as 

motivating initiatives towards peace (Lederach, 1997). However significant the contribution, it 
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remains possible to speculate that CCPB could be a valuable addition to the larger scale initiative 

for intergroup reconciliation.  

 

Other CCPB Organizations 

The Home for Cooperation was selected as a good example of CCPB, with the study conducted in 

the surrounding community. Based on the results gathered, it is possible to speculate that this 

model for intergroup interaction may be able to contribute towards reconciliatory attitudes in 

similar conflict contexts. Of course, a common theme throughout reconciliation literature is that 

indiscriminately applying existing interventions may result in unforeseen negative effects 

(Lederach, 1997; Brounéus, 2003). Thus, although this model may be of benefit in current or future 

frozen conflicts, considerations must be made to the specific context. Additional challenges exist 

regarding the feasibility of introducing this model. First, finding a suitable location to function is 

limited to the areas in close proximity to the group division. Additionally, it appears that these 

kinds of initiatives require dynamic local leadership from motivated individuals that are able to 

move beyond conflict-supportive narrative and look to peace (Bar-Tal, 2013). Even considering 

these challenges, the emergence of CCPB has developed organically and the potential contribution 

should be recognized. 

 

6.3 Further Analysis 
Although not part of the initial study, survey responses have made it possible to analyze the 

relationship between engagement and reconciliatory behavior. In this case, reconciliatory behavior 

will be classified as reporting a close intergroup friendship. This was not used in the main study 

for two reasons. First, because the measurement was limited to only one question which doesn’t 

provide the same validity as the more extensive data collected around attitudes. Second, because 

behavior was considered to be more limited within the context of this study. This is because 

although contact is possible, the physical limitations within the selected program pose greater 

challenges to regularly practicing behaviors. Thus, it was determined that attitudes were a more 

appropriate measure for the main study. Still, the initial results prove to be quite interesting. Going 

beyond the original hypothesis, an additional logistic regression was conducted, with the 

independent variable of engagement remaining the same. The dependent variable was changed to 
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outgroup friendship. This was coded as either having a close friend from the other community or 

not. Here, I will briefly examine the relationship between CCPB engagement and intergroup 

friendships. Results are displayed in Table 3.  

 
Table 3: CCPB Engagement and Outgroup Friendship 

 
 Dependent variable: 

  
 Outgroup Friendship 
 (1) (2) (3) 

 

Community Engagement 0.181*** 0.171*** 0.159*** 

 (0.052) (0.057) (0.055) 

    
Affected by Conflict  0.023 0.046 

  (0.103) (0.100) 

    
Political View  -0.113 -0.151 

  (0.205) (0.199) 

    
Ethnic Background   0.261*** 
   (0.095) 
    
Constant 0.406*** 0.406*** 0.304*** 

 (0.064) (0.082) (0.088) 

    
 

Observations 101 101 101 

Log Likelihood -67.895 -67.711 -63.915 

Akaike Inf. Crit. 139.790 143.421 137.830 

 
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
Table 3: CCPB Engagement and Outgroup Friendship 
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The same models were used as the initial analysis. The models showed similar results, all three 

significant at the 99% level. In this case, the control for ethnic background changed to a positive 

coefficient and was significant at the 99% level. The results show a positive correlation between 

engaging in the Home for Cooperation and having a close friend from the other community. The 

log likelihood suggests that Model 3 is the best model but again should be interpreted with caution 

due to the small sample. Once again, this analysis only establishes correlation and not causation. 

Even though it cannot be said that engagement causes intergroup friendships, the potential 

contribution is very important to consider. This would suggest that CCPB may be able to have a 

positive effect beyond reconciliatory attitudes, with a possible effect on individuals developing 

intergroup friendships.  

 

If it is assumed that this correlation is a result of CCPB, it is possible to speculate that these results 

provide additional support for the initial hypothesis. If reconciliatory attitudes are truly achieved, 

which this thesis proposes to be the case, then individuals should be able to extend their perceptions 

and put them into practice. Having a close outgroup friend would clearly demonstrate this 

behavioral shift that was likely preceded by a shift in attitude. This has positive implications for 

the theory and the CCPB contribution to reconciliation efforts. First because it has been found that 

intergroup friendships can also improve attitudes towards the outgroup (Davies et al., 2011). 

Second, that intergroup friendships may potentially increase openness to further intergroup contact 

(Page-Gould et al. 2008). This would suggest another way to achieve outgroup generalizability 

and theoretically contribute to reconciliatory attitudes. 

 

6.4 Positive Contact vs Generalizability 
This study has discussed the combination of two factors, positive contact and generalizability, as 

contributing to reconciliatory attitudes. As these are independent concepts, it is important to have 

a clear understanding of the interaction between the two. Although they are independent they are 

still interconnected, meaning it is less likely to achieve reconciliatory attitudes without the 

combination. Positive contact can occur without generalizability but as discussed earlier, it 

requires generalizability to reach the group level. This makes it very difficult to achieve 

reconciliatory attitudes solely based on positive contact. In a sense, it also makes generalizability 
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possible because there must be something to project onto the outgroup as a whole. Essentially, 

positive contact is beneficial on its own but strengthened by generalizability. On the other hand, 

generalizability is possible but must be directed. Without the existence of positive contact, some 

other factor may be projected onto the outgroup as a whole. For example, a bad experience with a 

member of the outgroup may be projected as negative feelings towards the outgroup. From this, 

we can see that without the presence of positive contact, generalizability will not be beneficial for 

reconciliation.   

 

Ultimately, I believe that it is the combination of these factors that makes CCPB effective in 

establishing reconciliatory attitudes in individuals. I believe that positive contact can be beneficial 

on its own, while generalizability becomes irrelevant or possibly detrimental. Of course, to 

determine the separate impact of these factors it would be necessary to conduct in-depth 

interviews.  

 
6.5 Challenges to the Study 
Challenges were encountered, in the research design and survey implementation, that are necessary 

to address when considering the quality of the data used in the research. This section will address 

the most substantial areas in which the study could have been improved to reduce potential error 

and bias. Lessons learned include the importance of the field pretest, experienced interviewers and 

sampling considerations. A more extensive field pretest would have been beneficial in identifying 

confusion within the format of the survey. Although a field pretest did not result in any changes, 

it was later recognized that some participants had difficulties following the directions. Ensuring 

greater clarity of the survey directions could improve the reliability of answers provided. 

Interviewer experience and capacity was also recognized as an important consideration for future 

survey implementation. Language skills became a limiting factor when addressing confusion, 

providing additional information and engaging potential respondents. Having a full-time research 

assistant with relevant language skills would have contributed to the efficiency of the overall 

survey process. Lastly, important challenges arising from the sampling methods need to be 

recognized. The study includes a relatively small sample of cases, which increases the uncertainty 

of results. For example, this can affect how representative the sample is of the desired population. 
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An attempt was made to account for this through the method of selecting respondents. In the 

surrounding community, a standardized selection process was implemented to reduce sample 

selection bias6 and gather more representative data. Within the organization, data was made more 

representative by collecting data from the range of activities offered, even including eligible 

individuals using the space in an informal capacity. As previously mentioned, overall 

comparability between cases collected in the surrounding community and those within the 

organization can be viewed as a significant challenge. Unfortunately, these nuanced distinctions 

could not be determined before the survey was implemented. Still, the implications must be 

understood and discussed. If we assume that these other characteristics increase the likelihood of 

engagement then the two samples are less comparable. To have a clearer understanding, it would 

have been better to compare two purposive samples. One from a CCPB organization and another 

from similar organizations without an intergroup focus. This would allow for more comparable 

populations to understand if the there is any bias from the types of people who engage. The study 

was not conducted in this way because although engagement is self-selected the organization 

remains open to the public. Still, this criticism is based around the speculation that the cases 

collected at the organization are inherently different. Although this must be recognized, there is no 

evidence to suggesting this is the case.  

 

6.6 Challenges to Theoretical Definitions 
The main theoretical definitions to consider are those of the independent and dependent variables. 

Objections may include that measurements used fail to capture the intended concept. Engagement 

in CCPB, the independent variable, was measured by respondents reporting how often they attend. 

This does not measure exactly how they are engaging when attending. For the purposes of this 

thesis, no distinction was made as to how the space is utilized. The assumption remains that when 

engaging in the space in general, positive contact will be made. Additionally, that more regular 

attendance increases the probability of having positive intergroup contact. Another possible 

objection to the definition of engagement is that it fails to determine for how long individuals have 

                                                
6 Sample selection bias “can occur when the researcher has a tendency to prefer or avoid certain subjects 
or communities in the sample selection process. Convenience samples and quota samples have a high risk 
of sample selection bias” (Hibberts et al., 2012, 73).  
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been engaging. Lastly, it fails to address if positive contact was also achieved elsewhere. These 

critiques likely have some implication for the reconciliatory attitudes reported. Still, reporting how 

often one attends should indicate whether or not it is part of one’s routine. Reconciliatory attitudes, 

the dependent variable, was measured using the ten questions previously discussed. These 

questions were designed to measure the willingness of individuals to interact with members of the 

outgroup in ways that would some level of respect and trust. Of course, reconciliation refers to a 

much larger concept than this. For a more comprehensive measurement of the concept, it may have 

included additional questions about political and identity level concerns. This may have included 

offering political concessions or offering formal apologies. This was not included to maintain a 

focus on interpersonal relations that are more relatable to the individual experience. Additionally, 

further distinguishing between levels of reconciliatory attitudes could be argued to give greater 

insight. Limiting the theoretical definitions to only two options fails to reveal the range of attitudes 

within the groups. Still, this was necessary to conduct the statistical analysis. 

 

6.7 Alternative Explanations 
Here, alternative explanations will be considered that could possibly explain the higher prevalence 

of reconciliatory attitudes found in those who engage in CCPB. The main concern revolves around 

the self-selection of individuals engaging in such organizations. Critics of the theory may argue 

that those who choose to engage are, in fact, already more reconciled than the average member of 

the surrounding community. This concern has been reflected in existing literature, suggesting that 

individuals with existing prejudice may actively avoid situations involving intergroup contact 

(Pettigrow, 1998). Unfortunately to determine causality of either argument, data at the individual 

level would have to be collected both before and after an individual’s initial engagement. This 

would give greater insight into the individual experience. Still, there are arguments to make in 

favor of the theoretical framework outlined in this study.  

 

First, reconciliatory attitudes, as with all attitudes, can be described as existing on a scale and can 

thus be improved. Additionally, it is very likely that significant variation in attitudes towards 

reconciliation will exist within society. Therefore, those making the decision to engage will have 

variation in their initial reconciliatory attitudes, some individuals will have relatively high levels 
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and some relatively low levels. This is likely to be the same within the surrounding community. 

Just as non-reconciled individuals will engage, reconciled individuals may not engage. Admittedly 

so, some people that engage will come for the first time with existing positive attitudes towards 

reconciliation. Nonetheless, it is assumed that these attitudes can be improved through engagement 

never mind the initial perceptions. 

 

The second reason, is that these organizations offer services within the community. They may offer 

music, workshops, dance, language courses, film nights, community libraries or activities for 

children. They can serve as formal or informal meeting places. And people can enjoy the space by 

themselves or with others. The point is that these spaces are about individual freedom and they 

give the opportunity for individuals to interact according to their personal comfort levels. These 

organizations seek to provide interesting opportunities for individuals, without having to define 

them as peacebuilding or intergroup interaction. They are simply adapting to offer the community 

new experiences. Therefore, when people decide to engage they are not necessarily making a 

choice to come in contact with the outgroup members but instead to take advantage of services 

provided within their community. Continuing with this thought, there have been other examples 

of shared spaces that only offer the space, without services. This has seen mixed results because it 

doesn't always attract people for the opportunity to engage (Mitchell and Kelly, 2011). In fact, it 

can establish a space that goes unused for the intended purpose or without any connection to the 

community itself (Mitchell and Kelly, 2011). This demonstrates that there is some importance to 

a managed shared space and that it allows for community use despite reconciliatory attitudes.  

 

Another consideration is the difference between attitudes and behavior. Reconciliatory attitudes 

don’t necessarily mean that individuals will be comfortable with intergroup contact in practice. 

Ultimately, individuals will have different reasons for engaging. Although some may have more 

positive reconciliatory attitudes than others, it appears unlikely that it would be the only reason for 

engaging. 
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6.8 Negative Contact Theory Analysis 
When looking at groups in conflict and positive intergroup contact, it is also essential to recognize 

the opposing perspective as well. Negative contact theory claims that negative contact serves as a 

better predictor to individual prejudice towards another group (Barlow et al., 2012). That is, that 

negative contact will have a stronger effect on individual perceptions towards an outgroup than 

positive contact (Barlow et al., 2012). Thus, even though positive contact may reduce prejudice, 

experiencing negative contact may have a more significant effect on increased prejudice (Barlow 

et al., 2012). Although studies appear to confirm this theory, it must also be understood that 

negative contact theory is not meant to disprove intergroup contact theory. Instead, it shows that 

negative contact and positive contact have the opposite effect (Barlow et al., 2012) 

 

Negative Contact Theory identifies greater implications within the context specified. Two 

questions arise, how is contact within the CCPB model limited to positive contact? And, how does 

negative contact outside of the CCPB model affect the reconciliatory attitudes of those who are 

engaging? These questions go on the assumption that CCPB organizations establish something of 

a bubble, where positive contact is made possible. Still, it must be recognized that those who 

engage will be confronted with negative attitudes, or even negative contact, outside of this context. 

Either way, it is important to note that interaction involves people and is impossible to predict. In 

fact, it could be argued that by engaging in CCPB, where interaction is more common, there is an 

increased possibility of negative contact. Within this study, these questions cannot be addressed 

with certainty. Still, the results make it possible to assume that positive contact is achieved through 

CCPB. What must then be considered is how this compares to the negative contact at the individual 

level. It seems then, that if negative contact and intergroup contact theories are correct, then the 

amount of positive contact experienced by those who engage outweighs the negative contact. 

Nonetheless, even if reconciliatory attitudes are established, individuals will likely have to live 

within the context of negative views towards the outgroup and must navigate that challenge. This 

encourages the need for such a model, like CCPB, by highlighting the importance of continued 

positive interaction.   
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I believe this also has interesting implications for generalizability. First, that negative contact 

outside of CCPB may pose a significant challenge to outgroup generalization. This is because it 

may result in limiting the generalizability of positive intergroup contact to only within the confines 

of CCPB. Meaning that individuals may establish a significant distinction between outgroup 

members who engage versus the outgroup as a whole. Also interesting is the idea that once 

reconciliatory attitudes are achieved and the outgroup members are recognized more on the basis 

of individuality than outgroup membership, then negative contact may be attributed in the same 

manner (Miller, 2002). That negative contact would only be attributed to an individual and not 

generalized to the outgroup. In this sense, positive and negative contact become somewhat of a 

balancing act in which, according to negative contact theory, negative contact would have more 

weight (Barlow et al., 2012).  

 

Within the context of this study, negative contact theory can be viewed primarily as posing 

challenges to the lasting effects of positive contact. On a grander scale, limiting negative contact 

means strengthening reconciliation efforts at other levels within society. As discussed in the 

previous literature section, this includes structural and identity approaches to reconciliation 

(Nadler, 2012). By simultaneously addressing these tensions, individuals may be better able to 

translate attitudes into behavior by sensitizing society as a whole (Nadler, 2012). 

 

6.9 Future Research 
This study has sought to address how reconciliatory attitudes at the individual level can be 

influenced by engagement in CCPB organizations. In doing so, it has established that there is a 

correlation between the two. This first step has revealed many different possibilities for future 

research. An important next step would be to seek a better understanding of the causal mechanism 

discussed in this study by conducting in-depth interviews with participating individuals. This is 

important for understanding if it is the CCPB organizational structure, or something else entirely, 

that is responsible for the reconciliatory attitudes of the individuals engaged. This would 

complement the existing research around intergroup contact theory by providing additional 

empirical support. This would also be very beneficial when considering the potential policy 

implications. Better understanding the impact of this organizational model can contribute to the 
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implementation of CCPB within similar contexts. The CCPB model would also benefit from 

greater research from different theoretical perspectives. One promising possibility is place-making 

theory, that considers the importance of meaning associated with spaces (McEvoy-Levy, 2012). 

Similarly, the perspective of shared space can be expanded on and explored by further considering 

engaging approaches to manage the use and role of shared spaces within conflict areas (Mitchell 

and Kelly, 2012). These concepts are similar, both aiming to recognize how the particular use of 

space can be beneficial to groups in conflict. The CCPB model certainly has contributions to both 

perspectives. For example, building understanding on how community input can contribute to 

making such spaces a more valuable resource for achieving reconciliation (McEvoy-Levy, 2012).  

 

Particularly interesting would be to examine how CCPB interacts with other forms of 

peacebuilding. As previously discussed, one challenge to existing peacebuilding initiatives is the 

continuation of positive attitudes developed through positive contact (Worchel and Coutant, 2008). 

An essential point to understanding the value of CCPB is recognizing its ability to provide a space 

for continued interaction. If short-term peacebuilding approaches can establish positive attitudes, 

then there is potential for CCPB to offer a more dependable community resource with a long-term 

approach. One way to conceptualize this idea is that once individuals learn, they must be able to 

practice.  This remains unstudied and allows CCPB to contribute in two ways. This approach does 

not limit individuals to formal engagement in activities. Also, there are no limitations set as to who 

can engage and for how long by a defined organizational program. In short, this is unlike many 

other peacebuilding initiatives because it can then become a part of one’s regular routine. Normal 

hours of operation and open activities effectively means that individuals have peacebuilding 

programs available to them whenever and without pre-registration. It may also work in the other 

direction, in which individuals engaging in CCPB may decide to take part in other peacebuilding 

initiatives. A clear understanding of this relationship would benefit the field of peacebuilding, in 

which cooperation between initiatives is essential (Lederach, 1997). 
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7. Summary and Conclusions 
The purpose of this study has been to research how individuals living in divided societies, within 

the context of frozen conflict, can achieve reconciliatory attitudes. The theoretical understanding 

is that change in attitudes can be achieved through positive intergroup contact (Pettigrow, 1998). 

Of course, achieving positive interaction within the stipulated context can be a challenge (Bar-Tal, 

2014; Björkdahl, 2013). Although there are different possibilities to achieving interaction between 

groups, community center peacebuilding organizations were selected as the focus of this study. 

This choice was made due their theorized ability to establish conditions necessary for positive 

contact. As discussed, these organizations are unique in their ability to provide a wide range of 

contact that better mirrors everyday life, while providing a more permanent institution that is 

accessible to everyone. To test this theory, a survey was conducted around one such organization 

in Nicosia, Cyprus. This organization exists in the context of a non-violent frozen conflict that has 

established a separation between groups in conflict but aims to rebuild personal relationships by 

establishing a shared space. A total of 101 eligible responses were collected and subjected to 

statistical analysis. This analysis suggests a significant positive correlation between individual 

engagement in community center peacebuilding organizations and reconciliatory attitudes. This 

relationship between the independent and dependent variable, supported by statistical analysis, 

makes it possible to speculate that these organizations have a potential impact on individual 

reconciliatory attitudes towards the outgroup. As intended, this study has accomplished a basic 

understanding of the concept. Still, further research is required to better understand the role of 

CCPB in developing reconciliatory attitudes. 

 

In conclusion, this study aims to provide greater insight into the field peace and conflict, and more 

specifically to reconciliation. Although this is a broad field of study, this thesis has contributed to 

the understanding of reconciliation at the individual level. Of course, there are many ways in which 

individuals can develop reconciliatory attitudes but this study has identified a particular 

organizational structure. First, this study has contributed by establishing a preliminary insight into 

how reconciliatory attitudes may be improved through engagement in these types of organizations. 

Considering the field of reconciliation as a whole, this is a valuable addition. Although 

reconciliation must be achieved at various levels, the individual level is significant in the sense 
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that it can impact other levels (Nadler, 2012). It has also served to strengthen existing notions 

within the field of peacebuilding, particularly noting that positive contact between groups in 

conflict can potentially improve relations and contribute to reconciliation as a whole. More 

specifically, the results demonstrate that organizations establishing accessible shared spaces offer 

conditions in which individuals can challenge existing prejudices towards other groups. Aside 

from the theoretical contribution, a more tangible contribution has been made in the form of 

primary research. This data has contributed to identifying a practical and locally managed 

approach to achieving positive contact within the context of divided societies. Ultimately, the 

CCPB model is simply a platform managed by all conflict parties to allow for intergroup 

interaction. If applied with a local perspective, it can be utilized to adapt reconciliation efforts to 

be culturally appropriate while addressing societal needs. This is important because reconciliation 

efforts are best achieved with significant contextual considerations (Brounéus, 2003). 

 

With initial results showing a promising role for CCPB, the implications affect both future research 

and possibly policy. Having established a correlation between the independent and dependent 

variables, future research should place greater focus on how and why individuals are affected in 

this way. Similarly, research should focus on how these individuals that achieve reconciliatory 

attitudes affect their circles of influence. It may be possible that some sort of ripple effect occurs, 

contributing to reconciliatory attitudes even outside of the organization. Therefore, this study 

provides an initial foundation for future research. Considering that the results are preliminary and 

only serve to establish a positive correlation, it is difficult to recommend possible policy 

recommendations. Still, the findings suggest that the presence of a CCPB organization in the 

context of divided societies can provide the opportunity to establish positive connections between 

individual members of groups in conflict. With this in mind, both national and international 

stakeholders may consider showing support for such organizations as a way to legitimize their role 

in society. By doing so, they can also publicly demonstrate commitment to the reconciliation 

process. 
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9. Appendix 
 
9.1 Survey in English 
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9.2 Survey in Greek 
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9.3 Survey in Turkish 
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9.4 Informed Consent Form in English 
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9.5 Informed Consent Form in Greek 
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9.6 Informed Consent Form in Turkish 

 


