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THE INFLUENCE OF DIALOGUE PROJECTS 

ON THE RECONCILATION PROCESS IN 

KOSOVO:  

GIVE PEACE A CHANCE? - THE CASE OF THE 

YOUTH PEACE CAMP 
 

The armed conflict in Kosovo was finished in 1999. Even though almost 20 years have 

passed, the process of reconciliation between Serbs and Albanians, who were the m ain 

actors of the war, is still under question. Even though most of the efforts towards 

reconciliation in Kosovo are attempted from the top-down level of governance, there are 

significant bottom-up activities as well. The aim of my research is to explore t he influence 

of dialogue projects as a bottom-up tool to achieve the reconciliation in Kosovo. In order 

to explain this influence of dialogue projects, I am using the case of Youth Peace Camp 

(YPC) which can be seen as a dialogue project, organized by the Council of Europe.  

Through the empirical research about the Youth Peace Camp, my research seeks to find 

elements of reconciliation recognized by a theoretical framework. According to this 

framework, reconciliation can be seen as space where two sides of t he conflict are meeting 

in order to work on (re)building relationships; where they speak of the past and sha re 

their sufferings and experiences, work on acceptance of each other without feelings of 

hatred, change perceptions by getting to know the “other” and work on a common, 

interdependent future. Based on survey and questionnaires with previous participants o f 

the YPC, as well as on the participant observation and interviews with participants at the 

YPC 2018, I found correlations between the YPC impact a nd reconciliation. The results of 

this study are emphasizing the positive impact of the dialogue projects su ch as YPC on 

the reconciliation process in Kosovo. The biggest influence of the YPC is made on the 

theoretical components such as relationship build ing, experience sharing, mutual 

acceptance and the changing of perceptions. The aspects of acknowledgment an d future 

planning are also tackled and recognized in my empirical research, but not in the same 

range as the other components.  

The overall impact of the Youth Peace Camp on the reconciliation process in Kosovo can 

be seen as a positive one. Since there is  no negative influence, the main recommendation 

of this research is to implement and organize these kinds of projects as much as possible 
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in order to foster the reconciliation process. Besides the practical implementation, more 

academic research is needed.  

 

**The Council of Europe owns the concept of the Youth Peace Camp and this research is 

based on the author's personal experience and it does not necessarily present the official 

opinion of the Council of Europe.** 

 

                             Nevena Radosavljević 

December 2018 

ECMI Working Paper # 110 

 

1. Introduction  

1.1. Problem Diagnosis and State 

of the Art 

The war in Kosovo*1 ended almost 20 years 

ago, but the post-war period is characterized 

by a very slow process of peace-building and 

lack of reconciliation. After Kosovo became 

a protectorate of the international 

community, attempts to foster reconciliation 

were mostly implemented by international 

organizations based in Kosovo. Furthermore, 

the political situation between Serbia and 

Kosovo is still in the process of negotiations 

between the two countries. Even today, 

Serbia still does not recognize Kosovo as an 

independent country. War trauma, the 

general political situation and tension, and 

ethnically driven incidents still divide the 

population living in Kosovo. These 

circumstances further complicate the process 

of reconciliation between Serbs and 

Albanians.  

Most efforts to reinforce reconciliation 

between Albanians and Serbs has been  

 

carried out by international organizations. 

These initiatives include both top-down and 

bottom-up approaches to reconciliation. 

Taking a closer look at the efforts 

implemented by countries involved in the 

conflict, however, stresses that these 

initiatives mainly focus on the top-down 

level2 while neglecting initiatives advocated 

by ordinary citizens of Kosovo.  

The existing lack of bottom-up approaches 

per se is in line with the lack of research on 

bottom-up approaches to reconciliation in 

Kosovo. Most of the scholars have focused 

on the influence of international interventions 

(Strohenmeyer3) while existing studies on the 

grassroots level have just tackled questions of 

transitional justice (Di Lellio and McCurn4) 

as well as interethnic potentials for 

reconciliation (Burema5). Even though some 

scholars suggest that reconciliation in 

Kosovo should be built upon the dialogue 

between Serbs and Albanians,6 there are no 

attempts to examine the potential of dialogue 

projects as an instrument for a bottom-up 

approach to reconciliation. 
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By focusing on Youth Peace Camp 

(henceforth YPC) as one example of a 

dialogue project, I seek to explore the impact 

of dialogue projects as specific reconciliation 

instruments on the overall reconciliation 

process in Kosovo. By concentrating on the 

overlap of dialogue projects with the process 

of reconciliation, I expect to make a valuable 

contribution to further research initiatives on 

reconciliation processes in Kosovo.  Besides 

the academic contribution, the outcome of 

my work may contribute to better framing 

and implementing of dialogue projects in 

general.  

1.2. Research Question and Goals 

The starting point of this research is the 

assumption that dialogue projects have a 

positive impact on the reconciliation process 

in Kosovo. For the purpose of this research, 

positive impact means that dialogue projects 

have an effect on reconciliation at different 

levels such as relationship building, 

acknowledgment, mutual acceptance, sharing 

experiences, changing perceptions and 

creating a common future, that are described 

within theoretical approaches to 

reconciliation.  

The main research question is: 

- To what extent and how are dialogue 

projects contributing to the 

reconciliation process between Serbs 

and Albanians living in Kosovo? 

 

In order to answer this question, I will 

identify and analyze the outlook and 

outcomes of dialogue projects in the context 

of the reconciliation process in Kosovo based 

on existing theoretical approaches on 

reconciliation. Furthermore, I seek to explore 

the wider impact of dialogue projects on 

participants, but also on the whole 

reconciliation process in Kosovo.  

1.3. Data Analysis 

To investigate in-depth the individual 

experiences and perceptions of the Youth 

Peace Camp participants as well as group and 

relationship building processes during the 

camp, I mostly drew upon qualitative data 

methods. For this research endeavour, the 

following methods of data collection were 

used: survey, self-completion questionnaires, 

structured interviews and participant 

observation. These methods were in order to 

analyze the case of Youth Peace Camp as one 

example of dialogue projects and its effects 

on reconciliation process in Kosovo. 

Throughout the whole data collection 

procedure, I applied the following ethical 

principles: informed consent, anonymity, 

confidentiality and the 'do not harm' 

principle.7 In the field of ethnographic 

research, it is a core problem that “ensuring 

that absolutely everyone has the opportunity 

for informed consent is not practicable”.8 

Nevertheless, during the Youth Camp I 

informed all the participants about my 

research to assure that the participants were 

aware of my research endeavor and to allow 

them to decide on their participation.9 In line 

with the principle of anonymity, no personal 

information was recorded. The whole data 

collection process has been processed with 

the greatest possible care and in accordance 
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with the principle of confidentiality.10 In 

addition, I always sought to reduce potential 

harm for the research participants.11 

1.3.1. Survey with previous YPC 

participants   

The survey was designed as self-completion 

questionnaire12 and sent to respondents by 

using the internet, emails and social networks 

such as Facebook. The questionnaire was 

conducted in English. The group of potential 

respondents was already known; all of them 

are previous YPC participants.   

The self-completion questionnaire13 contains 

qualitative and quantitative research 

elements. In that regard, open and closed 

formulated questions were used. The closed 

ones involved a rating scale with a vertical 

format.14 The questions were designed as 

“informant factual questions”15 and aimed to 

explore the facts about the subjects’ 

experience at the YPC, such as perception 

changes, relations with the “other side”, 

engagement after the Camp etc.   

The online survey was sent to the 50 

participants from Kosovo, which represents 

the entire number of participants from the 

year 2013 to 2017. Even though the Youth 

Peace Camp became “institutionalized” 2011 

and an “in house” event of the Council of 

Europe, not all contact lists of previous 

participants were available and thus this 

survey did not include the generations and 

participants of the years 2011 and 2012. The 

contact lists from the period 2013-2015 could 

be found in the reports from the previous 

Camps16 and the lists for the years 2016 and 

2017 were provided by the Educational 

Advisor of the Council of Europe.  

In the period from the mid May until the end 

of June 2018, 31 participants answered the 

survey, which means that response rate was 

62% out of the total number of Serbs and 

Albanians who were participating in the time 

frame from 2013 to 2017. 

Apart from being YPC alumni, participants 

in the survey come either from the Serbian or 

Albanian community, with an age range of 

between 19 and 28, whilst 15 of them are 

males and 16 females. Participants of the 

survey were from different regions or towns 

from Kosovo such as: Mitrovica/Mitrovicë 

No r th ,  Mi t ro v icë / Mi t ro v i ca  Sou th , 

Zvečan/Zveçan, Korminjane/Kormnjani, 

G j i l an /Gnj i l ane ,  Pri sh t inë /Pr i š t ina , 

Suharekë/Suva Reka, Leposavic/Leposaviq, 

K l in ë /K l i n a ,  Fe r i z a j / Ur o š ev ac  and 

Dragash/Dragaš, but some are also now 

living in Belgrade or other cities in Serbia. 

1.3.2. Self-completion 

questionnaires with a small 

group of previous YPC 

participants 

As well as the survey outlined above (that 

was sent to all participants of the Youth Peace 

Camp from the year 2013 to 2017), 13 people 

additionally fulfilled an online self-

completion questionnaire.17 These people 

were identified by using purposive 

sampling.18 This group was selected in order 

to have an ethnic balance, equal gender and 

regional representation but also 

representation across different years of the 
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Youth Peace Camp (see the list of 

participants in Appendix II). The rates of age 

and region where they are coming from 

corresponds with the explanation used in 

previous chapter since they were respondents 

of the survey as well.  

The survey contained open and closed 

questions in the English language. The closed 

questions, as well as in the previous case, 

used a rating scale with a vertical format. The 

focus of these questionnaires, however, was 

open questions because they enquired of the 

subjects’ experiences during the post-Camp 

period; aiming to explore the long-term 

effects of the YPC. 

1.3.3. Structured interviews with 

YPC 2018 participants  

I conducted structured interviews19 with the 

YPC 2018 participants from Serbian and 

Albanian communities from Kosovo (see the 

list of participants in Appendix I). The 

interviews20 were structured in the way that 

“each respondent receives exactly the same 

interview stimulus as any other.21”  

Interviews were conducted with 11 

participants. Even though the whole group 

counted 12 participants, one interview with a 

Serbian participant from Novi Pazar that was 

not directly affected by the conflict in 

Kosovo, was thus not included. 

The interviews were conducted in the English 

and Serbian language, depending on what 

was more comfortable for participants. I am 

aware that my personal lacking of Albanian 

language is an obstacle itself, since I wanted 

to give a chance to all participants to answer 

in their native language. Furthermore, by 

giving a chance to Serbian speaking 

respondents to answer in their mother tongue 

possibly made an effect on my research, since 

expression in native tongue is easier and 

different than in a foreign language.  

The aim of these interviews was to explore 

the happenings at the YPC 2018, 

participants’ experience with the “other 

side”, as well as group processes, in order to 

identify existing correlations with effects and 

outcomes that reconciliation processes may 

produce. These interviews were used to show 

the short-term effects of the dialogue 

projects. 

1.3.4. Participant observation at 

the YPC 2018 

In order to follow the interaction and the 

behavior of participants towards each other 

during the Camp, I decided to deploy 

participant observation22 as a method. 

Participant observation presents the “process 

of learning through exposure to or 

involvement in the day-to-day or routine 

activities of participants in the research 

setting”.23 I conducted participant 

observation to gain a broader picture of the 

issue by “combining observation with 

interviews”.24 As I was involved in the YPC 

2018 as a facilitator of the Serbian group, my 

role in the field can be understood as an overt 

full member.25 In that regard, I was a full 

member of the group, but my role as a 

researcher was known. As mentioned before, 

by lacking Albanian language skills, I did not 

have a chance to follow the conversation 
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among Albanians when it was conducted in 

their native language. Given my own role in 

the Camp in implementing the program and 

facilitating the learning process and dialogue 

of the group, as well as my personal 

background as coming myself from Kosovo, 

I constantly reflected on my own personality 

and the roles I embodied in the field. By 

reflecting on my own positionality as a 

crucial tool for quality control in qualitative 

research designs, I was aware that my own 

background influenced the way in which I 

perceived the research participants but also 

the way in which the data was collected and 

interpreted.26 It should be emphasized that 

my personal involvement as facilitator of one 

of the groups may of potentially made an 

impact on the research itself. During the 

whole Camp, I made field notes on a daily 

basis to record my main impressions, 

important statements of participants as well 

as observed interaction throughout the Camp. 

1.4. Data evaluation 

I received the answers from the survey and 

self-completed questionnaires online by 

using ‘Google questionnaires’. By receiving 

the answers automatically, I was able to use 

the data immediately after the forms were 

completed by respondents.   

The interviews with YPC 2018 participants 

were fully recorded and transcribed. Since I 

had three interviews conducted in the Serbian 

language, the translation undertaken by me 

personally. All data was coded by using the 

program ATLAS.ti. For analyzing the 

interviews, survey and questionnaires, as 

well as field notes taken during the YPC 

2018, I resorted to a deductive approach, in 

which the codes are created in accordance 

with existing theory.27 In the course of the 

data analysis process, I generated codes 

based on theoretical approaches on 

reconciliation. The main codes that were 

created during the data analysis, are: mutual 

acceptance, relationship building, changing 

of perceptions, common future, sharing of 

experience, acknowledgment, peace 

engagement and no impact. In order to let the 

data “speak for itself”28 and to include 

dominant themes directly emerging from the 

data, I further created inductive codes. This 

also enabled me to not rely on deductive 

codes, that are not existent in the dataset.29   

2. Contextualization 

The aim of this chapter is to shortly present 

the conflict and situation in Kosovo. Starting 

from the roots of conflict, war and armed 

conflict, then moving to Kosovo’s 

declaration of independence and current 

situation, I will examine the reasons that led 

to the war in Kosovo, as well as the 

intervention of the international community 

and how these affected the current political 

situation in which Kosovo’s citizens are 

living in.  

2.1. Short history of the Kosovo 

conflict 

Kosovo, as a region in the Western Balkans, 

can be seen as one of the seven republics 

created after the dissolution of Yugoslavia or, 

according to the Serbian constitution, still an 

autonomous province of Serbia. According to 
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the Constitution of the Socialist Federal 

Republic of Yugoslavia, Kosovo and 

Metohija, similar to Vojvodina, became a 

constitutive part of the federation30 but at the 

same time was seen as a part of Serbia. 

Shortly after the death of Josip Broz Tito, in 

the following year of 1981, Albanian students 

from the University in Pristina started 

protesting, asking for Kosovo to have the 

status of an independent republic31. These 

protests and the dissatisfaction of the 

Albanian population living in Kosovo was 

mostly suppressed by the Serbian security 

forces. Tensions in Kosovo, from both 

Serbian and Albanian sides, continued 

throughout the entire decade due to the 

politics of the Serbian populistic and 

nationalistic leader Slobodan Milošević.  

The situation escalated when the Kosovo 

Government disintegrated in 1990 and the 

majority of the members of parliament 

declared the independence of Kosovo, which 

was then declared to be illegal by the Serbian 

and Federal government.32 From this point 

on, the Albanian citizens sustained their 

resistance towards Serbian institutions while 

the Serbian government closed the most of 

the Albanian schools and stopped paying 

salaries to working Albanians, which 

provoked the Albanian population to react by 

creating parallel institutions. The constant 

violations of human rights against Albanians 

led to the creation of the Kosovo Liberation 

Army (KLA) in 1996.33  

The fact that the conflict in Kosovo did not 

garner international attention until the end of 

1990s can be understood considering the 

preoccupation of the international 

community with the other conflicts in the 

Balkans.34 From the beginning of the ethnic 

cleansing, in 1998, initiated by the Serbian 

Government, the situation in Kosovo got only 

worse and, even though there were 

diplomatic attempts to stop the humanitarian 

catastrophe, the results were unsuccessful. 

Since the Serbian army attacks continued into 

the beginning of 199935, at the initiative of 

the international community representatives 

of the Serbian and Albanian sides met in 

Rambouillet in order to negotiate the ongoing 

crisis in Kosovo. The intervention of NATO 

troops in Kosovo was offered to both sides, 

but was rejected by Serbs and accepted by 

Albanians.36 The situation resulted in NATO 

air strikes against Serbia in March 1999.37 

The air campaign caused deaths on both 

Albanian and Serbian sides. From the period 

of September 1998 until March 1999, around 

1,000 people were killed, 400,000 left their 

homes, with half of this number becoming 

internally displaced.38 According to the 

Humanitarian Law Centre’s research, during 

the NATO bombing and ongoing civil 

conflict, the number of individuals killed or 

disappeared people is 9,401, most of whom 

were Albanian civilians.39 After 78 days of 

bombing, finally on June 9, by signing the 

Kumanovo agreement, the bombing stopped 

and the Resolution by the UN Security 

Council followed.  

2.2. Kosovo - international 

community and independence  

According to the UN Resolution 1244, 

Kosovo was placed under the control of 

United Nations administration. This included 

the establishment of the military (KFOR)40 
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and civil mission (UNMIK) on Kosovo 

territory as well41. “The principal 

responsibilities of the military presence 

involve preventing renewed hostility, 

demilitarizing the KLA, establishing a secure 

environment and providing public safety, and 

ensuring free movement for everyone in 

Kosovo”,42 while the main responsibilities of 

the civil mission are “promoting the 

establishment of substantial autonomy and 

self-government in Kosovo, carrying out 

basic civilian administration, organizing the 

establishment of democratic institutions, 

supporting the reconstruction of 

infrastructure, supporting provision of 

humanitarian aid, maintaining law and order 

and promoting human rights, and finally 

assuring the safe return of refugees”.43 

Yugoslavia at the time agreed to the 

establishment of the UN administration, but 

never accepted the possibility of Kosovo 

becoming a sovereign country, while 

Albanians living in Kosovo were persistent in 

their intention to not return to being under the 

Serbian administration and government. 

Although the UN tried to keep the peace and 

normalize the post-war situation in Kosovo, 

tension escalated in March 2004. Frustrated 

by the prolonged discussion about the status 

of Kosovo and the process and progress of 

“standards before the status”,44 Albanian 

riots began, starting on March 17 spanning a 

number of days, attacking the Serbian 

population living in Kosovo as well as 

UNMIK and KFOR, causing  violence 

“which wasn’t seen since 1999”.45 As a 

result, “19 people were killed (11 Kosovo 

Albanians, eight Kosovo Serbs), more than 

900 persons were injured (including 65 

international police officers and 58 Kosovo 

Police Service officers), more than 800 

buildings destroyed or damaged (including 

29 churches or monasteries)”46 and more than 

4,500, mostly Serbs, internally displaced.47 

After this open display of the dissatisfaction 

of Albanians and the failure of negotiations 

between Belgrade and Pristina in Vienna, on 

February 17th 2008 Kosovo declared 

independence.48 Serbia denounced the 

decision of the Kosovo parliament as 

unconstitutional and massive demonstrations 

in Serbia and northern Kosovo followed, 

along with a referral of the situation to the 

International Court of Justice. Meanwhile, 

the European Union made the decision to 

send the European Union Rule of Law 

Mission in Kosovo (EULEX), which became 

operative in 2008.49 Finally, in 2011 the so 

called “technical negotiations” between 

Belgrade and Pristina continued50 but did not 

last very long. Even when the situation 

seemed to have normalized, it escalated one 

more time during the same year. The reason 

for conflict between Kosovo Police and 

KFOR with Serbian citizens was the halt in 

negotiations between Pristina and Belgrade, 

resulting in Kosovo’s decision to impose an 

embargo on goods coming from Serbia into 

Kosovo. Other than setting on fire the gates 

of administrative buildings in Kosovo, 

reaction from the Kosovo Serbs led to the 

renaissance of negotiations between 

Belgrade and Pristina. Officially, on April 

19th 2013 Belgrade and Pristina signed “The 

First Agreement on Principles Governing the 

Normalization of Relations between 

Belgrade and Pristina”.51 From 2013 until 

now, the agreement between Belgrade and 

Pristina concerns the functioning of police, 
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justice, energy and telecommunication, but 

what still remains unsolved from the first 

agreement is the creation of the Association 

of Serbian municipalities. Even though it was 

announced in 2013, its creation is still “on 

hold” and sustains the political polemics on 

both sides. 

2.3 Kosovo today 

Nowadays, Kosovo is recognized by 114 out 

of 195 countries52, but on the other hand, 

according to the Serbian constitution, it 

remains part of Serbia. Even though Kosovo 

is still without a seat at the United Nations, 

the country is a member of the International 

Monetary Fund and the World Bank.53 

European Union-mediated negotiations 

between Belgrade and Pristina are still 

ongoing, despite sporadic breaks due to 

political tensions between the countries. 

Aforementioned, Serbia and Kosovo have 

signed many agreements, but the problem is 

they are still not fully implemented. Besides 

that, “EU membership is a common goal for 

both Belgrade and Pristina. Establishing 

good relations and resolving open disputes 

are absolute prerequisites for this goal to be 

achieved.”54 This unresolved situation is one 

of the main obstacles for both countries to 

continue along their European Union path, 

and in the same moment, the “international 

and local pressure is growing on Belgrade 

and Pristina to define their relations through 

a comprehensive agreement on 

normalization.”55 Even though those 

involved have so far been vague as to how 

this situation is going to be resolved, the 

belief that the European Union path will 

bring settlement to the conflict in the Western 

Balkans remains strong. 

Although the political situation could be 

resolved under international pressure, the 

relations among Kosovo’s own citizens 

would remain strained regardless. The main 

reason is the different realities people are 

living in: “It should be clear that the 

“struggle” for northern Kosovo is still 

ongoing,”56 and Kosovo Serbs living there 

still perceive Serbia as their country. Besides 

that, Kosovo, for the Serbian population, 

represents the center of the country’s history 

and heritage, while Albanians are claiming 

that they were always unfairly ruled by the 

Serbian minority.57  

Besides the misunderstandings and persisting 

conflicting opinions, one other problem is the 

partition. 

Photo 1.1. (see in Appendix IX) represents 

the composition diversity in Kosovo. But if 

we observe it from the perception of the 

placement of different ethnicities, it is more 

than obvious how big the partition is. Serbs 

are mostly living in the northern part of 

Kosovo, with not so many Albanians living 

there, as well as a few enclaves in the other 

parts of the territory and municipalities such 

as Klokot/Kllokot, Novo Brdo/Novobërdë 

and Štrpce/ Shtërpcë that are inhabited by 

Serbs and Albanians in almost the same 

number. Meanwhile, Albanians are located in 

the southern part of the country.  

Besides the fact that people in Kosovo are 

still living in the unresolved post-conflict 

situation, affected by daily political tensions, 

they are also living divided, barely 



 ECMI- Working Paper # 110 

 

12 | P a g e  

 

interacting, which makes the reconciliation 

process even harder.  

2.4. Interethnic relations in 

Kosovo  

The war in Kosovo was, first of all, an 

ethnically driven armed conflict. The war 

was fought between Serbian special forces 

and the Kosovo Liberation Army, with the air 

support of the NATO forces. The total 

estimation of fatalities is around 10,000 

persons, while 848,100 of Albanians became 

internally displaced and more than 180,000 

Serbs and Roma moved out from Kosovo 

during the air strikes.58 

19 years after the conflict, Kosovo Serbs and 

Albanians are still strongly divided and 

cohabitation and cooperation are almost 

unheard of. After 2004 and 2011, periods 

where the ethnically driven violence 

escalated, there have been no bigger 

conflicts, but ethnically-motivated incidents 

and tensions among the different 

communities are still present and sustaining 

divisions. Serbs living in the four northern 

municipalities remain: Mitrovica / Mitrovicë 

North, Zvečan / Zveçan, Leposavić / 

Leposaviq, and Zubin Potok, as well as in 

Serbian enclaves and multiethnic 

municipalities in other parts of the country. 

At the same time, southern Kosovo is mostly 

inhabited by Albanians.59 If we only take as 

an example the city of Mitrovica / Mitrovicë 

North and Mitrovicë / Mitrovica South, 

which is divided by the Ibar river with an 

Albanian majority in the south and a Serbian 

majority in the north, and connected by a 

mostly useless main bridge, it is clear how 

strong the partition is. The only place where 

both communities are collaborating is two 

shopping malls in Mitrovicë/South 

Mitrovica, which are approachable and used 

by both Serbs and Albanians.   

Additionally, the territorial partition is not the 

only obstacle towards reconciliation between 

Serbs and Albanians. Their school 

curriculum is totally different. While Serbs 

are taught according to the Serbian 

educational system, Kosovar schools conduct 

schooling in the line with the Kosovo state. 

That means that students are divided in this 

way as well, by not having the chance to 

attend classes together. Furthermore, by 

having a totally different curriculum, people 

do not have the chance to learn about the 

sufferings and experiences of the “other side” 

since most of the historical events are taught 

one-sided.60 

Even though the partition was a way of 

avoiding the conflict at the beginning, today 

it only obstructs the reconciliation process 

among the people. By being divided, but also 

by still having in mind that one side should 

be the “winner”61, the reconciliation process 

is slowed considerably, despite the huge 

efforts of the international community. 

Reconciliation is carried out mostly on the 

political, top-down level, between Kosovo 

and Serbia, but this process is still unclear 

when it comes to reconciliation between 

Serbs and Albanians living in Kosovo. Many 

processes that can be seen as part of 

reconciliation, such as transitional justice and 

apologies, have failed to include efforts at a 

grassroots level and the ordinary citizens of 

Kosovo.62 According to research by the 
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Center for Research Documentation and 

Publishing (CRDP) Kosovo, citizens see 

their position in reconciliation as passive 

when compared to politicians. The main 

recommendation for the future of the 

reconciliation process in Kosovo made by 

CRDP is that Government of Kosovo, as well 

as the international institutions, should be to 

“develop a bottom-up approach to 

reconciliation”,63 involve more citizens of 

Kosovo and base the peace-building at the 

grassroots level. 

Even though this research highlights the lack 

of involvement of ordinary people living in 

Kosovo in the reconciliation process, it also 

points out that even research about 

reconciliation is based on ethnic division. 

Namely, this research was conducted mostly 

through interviews with members of the 

Albanian community and provided only in 

English and Albanian. As such, even in 

reconciliation literature such as this, it too 

becomes ethnically divided. 

3. Theoretical framework 

This chapter will provide an analysis of the 

theoretical framework on which this research 

is based on. The first part presents an 

examination of the concept of reconciliation, 

by finding the common definition and 

focusing on the main points through which 

reconciliation is understood in this research. 

The second part of this chapter is focused on 

dialogue projects as a tool of bottom-up 

reconciliation and explains the frame in 

which these projects are conducted in.   

3.1. The concept of reconciliation 

Nowadays, the concept of reconciliation is 

used whenever there is reference to post-

conflict societies and peace-building. The 

reason it has become such an important 

notion is the fact that most recent conflicts 

have been intrastate. According to research 

by the Uppsala Conflict Data Program 

(UCD), the most dominant “form of conflict 

is internal to a state, although quite often 

involving external state actors”.64 

As the opposing communities involved in the 

conflict have to live together again and 

cannot simply shift from genocidal to 

collegial behavior,65 different initiatives and 

efforts should exist in order to reconcile 

victims and perpetrators than are currently 

employed. Even though the notion of 

reconciliation is used frequently, its 

definition still remains problematic. Many 

scholars are creating definitions based on 

different fields, such as politics, religion and 

psychology,66 and depending on which they 

choose, this shifts the emphasis and 

understanding of the reconciliation 

definition. Definitions can be based on these 

different approaches, can take into 

consideration different aspects of society and 

can be explained on three different levels: 

“the political, relating to reconciliation 

between the state and society and between 

political parties; the social, referring to the 

institutions and spaces of civil society; and 

the interpersonal dimension”.67 

Furthermore, reconciliation can be achieved 

on three different levels of society or, as 

Lederach illustrates (Picture 1.2- see in 

Appendix IX), on three different levels of 
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leadership: top, middle-range and grassroots 

leadership.68 This can refer to a high political 

level of leadership, to middle institutional 

and organizational, and the grassroots society 

level, which is clarified from a reconciliation 

process perspective through these 

classifications: top-down, middle-range and 

bottom-up approaches. The most important 

role of the top-down approach is official 

apologies, national and international 

tribunals and legal prosecution of war 

criminals. This approach refers to the 

national political level and it can be “reflected 

in the national work for peace and thus have 

a ‘top-down’ effect on the population’s 

rehabilitation and reconciliation”.69 Middle 

range reconciliation is focused on actors such 

as “non-governmental organizations, civil 

society groups, religious groups, medical and 

psychosocial staff, and the media”70 and 

these actors are able to make an impact on 

society both from middle to top and from 

middle to down.  In the end, the bottom-up 

approach is focused on the local communities 

and people who suffered during the conflict. 

“Experiencing constructive relationships 

with former enemies”71 is the main aim of 

this approach, and by encouraging local 

actors towards peaceful coexistence, this 

approach can lead to reconciliation on the 

national level, as well as collaboration and 

understanding.   

This study is focused on the bottom-up 

approach as the optimal method of 

reconciliation. It should be acknowledged 

that “there is no magic formula for 

reconciliation”,72 and every case is different 

and specific to itself, including the ongoing 

reconciliation process in Kosovo. Although 

the previously mentioned CDRP analysis is 

focused only on one side of the conflict, it 

still shows that the current reconciliation 

process is questionable because of the lack of 

bottom-up approaches in Kosovo. Although 

aware that reconciliation should include all 

approaches, mixed and implemented, in order 

for reconciliation and peace-building to be 

successful, and should be organized by 

including different actors on different levels, 

this study will aim to present the bottom-up 

approach. This approach, based on 

relationships among grassroots communities, 

is the focus of this research because 

“reconciliation cannot be supported and 

advanced without engaged and healthy 

citizens”.73 Furthermore, this paper examines 

the effects of dialogue projects as a tool of the 

bottom-up approach in the reconciliation 

process in Kosovo. 

Starting from the theory and observations 

made by John Paul Lederach, reconciliation 

can be seen as a place where truth, mercy, 

justice and peace meet.74 In order to explain 

these four terms that make reconciliation, 

Lederach gives further description of their 

composition. Truth is described as 

containing: acknowledgment, transparency, 

revelation and clarity. The concept of mercy 

includes: acceptance, forgiveness, support, 

compassion and healing. Justice can be 

described using terms such as: equality, right 

relationships, making things right and 

restitution; and peace by: harmony, unity, 

wellbeing, security and respect.75 These 

notions can be helpful to understand 

reconciliation, but still they are not clearly 

explaining the precise definition and what 

elements of reconciliation should be present.  
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According to Lederach, reconciliation is 

“understood as a process of relationship 

building”76 and it should present a space for 

recognition of the acts that happened in the 

past, the space to deal with trauma, and also 

a space for the creation of a collective, 

interdependent future.77 It should be a space 

where people who were affected by the 

conflict, both victim and perpetrator, will 

share personal stories about the violence and 

conflict they survived, will acknowledge it 

and accept it, and by not letting themselves 

stay living in the past, will (re)build broken 

relationships and work on their future 

together. As Lederach emphasizes: 

“Reconciliation can be thus 

understood as both focus and 

locus. As a perspective, it is built 

on and oriented toward the 

relational aspects of conflict. As 

a social phenomenon, 

reconciliation represents a space, 

a place or location of encounter, 

where parties to a conflict meet. 

Reconciliation must be proactive 

in seeking to create an encounter 

where people can focus on their 

relationship and share their 

perceptions, feelings, and 

experiences with one another, 

with the goal of creating new 

perception and a new shared 

experience.”78 

Besides Lederach, many other authors and 

scholars are referring to relationship building 

as a main component of reconciliation. 

Kriesberg refers to reconciliation as a 

reconstruction of broken relationships and 

indicates the ability of opponents to put aside 

feelings of fear, hatred and revenge and move 

towards “mutual acceptance”.79 Rasmussen 

too points out relationship building in the 

process of defining reconciliation: 

“reconciliation is a three-pronged process of 

conversion and change that must occur 

within people, as individuals and groups”.80 

McCandless belongs to this group of authors 

as well. From his point of view, 

reconciliation is about building or changing 

relationships among sides of the conflict with 

special focus on “changing identities, values, 

attitudes and patterns of interconnection”.81 

As a working definition in this paper, 

reconciliation will be interpreted as a space 

where two sides of the conflict are meeting in 

order to work on (re)building relationships, 

where they speak of the past and share their 

sufferings and experiences, work on 

acceptance of each other without feelings of 

hatred, change perceptions by getting to 

know the “other” and work on a common, 

interdependent future.  

In order to be better understood and 

explained through the researched projects, 

reconciliation as a concept in this paper is 

observed and explored through its main 

notions mentioned below: 

• Relationship building 

• Acknowledgment of the past 

• Mutual sharing of experience 

• Mutual acceptance 

• Change of perceptions and attitudes 

• Collective future. 
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3.2. Dialogue projects as a 

bottom-up tool to achieve 

reconciliation  

As mentioned above, this paper focuses on 

the bottom-up approach towards 

reconciliation. This approach includes people 

and citizens that were affected by the conflict 

and can be initiated by the third side, that was 

not part of the conflict, but also from the 

grassroots level. The main aim of the bottom-

up approach is to transform prejudices and 

stereotypes and to build the relationships 

among people who were on different sides of 

the conflict in the past.82 This is not a novel 

approach in the theory and practice of peace-

building and reconciliation, becoming 

particularly relevant and utilized more often 

during the 1990s.83  

There are different bottom-up paths to 

reconciliation, including dialogues, 

coexistence programs, trainings on conflict 

resolution and peace-building, etc. They can 

be focused on different practices and 

techniques but also on different groups in 

society. “Activities range from summer 

camps for adolescents, women’s centres, 

formation of local mediators, organization of 

“media for peace”, local development 

projects, to festivals and “dialogic 

research”84. Even though all approaches 

towards reconciliation are needed for the 

process to be done properly and successfully, 

bottom-up practitioners claim that this 

approach has a bigger and wider impact on 

reconciliation than the top-down approach 

and official agreements.85  

As the old saying goes, “as long as you’re 

talking, you can’t be shooting”: this explains 

in a nutshell why dialogue projects are crucial 

for the reconciliation process, and why this is 

one of the most important methods used in 

conflict transformation.86 Dialogue 

represents a constructive way of dealing with 

conflict.87 Dialogue can bring understanding 

and break barriers between two opposite 

sides of the conflict, but also can give a 

chance for acknowledgment, which 

represents one of the crucial parts for the 

reconciliation. According to Saunders, 

dialogue can be seen as a verbal activity that 

will provoke action of the people involved. 

“Interaction,” says Saunders, “creates 

relationships that generate power – relational 

power.”88 Dialogue projects are based on the 

communication between previous opponents 

with the aim to create common understanding 

and build relationships. Taking into 

consideration that communication and 

cooperation among individuals is in the focus 

of these kind of projects, dialogue is used “as 

an instrument within the psychosocial 

conflict transformation paradigm.89 

Jay Rothman made a typology of dialogue, 

used for inter-group conflict transformation, 

which has four types: positional dialogue, 

human-relations dialogue, activist dialogue 

and problem-solving dialogue. Each of these 

four types has a different focus and usually 

different outcomes. Positional dialogue is 

based on exchange and not so much on 

common understanding between sides. The 

conversation serves for scoring points, not for 

common understanding. The human-relation 

dialogue is based on relationship building 

among people and breaking stereotypes and 

barriers, the main aim being the creation of 

respect on both sides. The third type of 
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dialogue, the activist dialogues, goes a step 

further than the previous approach. It focuses 

on reaching common ground between the two 

sides and seeks common action after the 

dialogue. The last method, the problem-

solving approach to dialogue, has the most 

optimistic outlook for overcoming the main 

differences among the opponents.90 Taking 

into consideration that the first approach can 

barely be considered “dialogue” and more as 

confrontation, and the fourth has goals that 

are very difficult to achieve, the second and 

third (human-relation and activists dialogue), 

will be the basis for my research and will be 

used in the explanation of dialogue projects. 

Furthermore, dialogue projects in this paper 

are seen as those focused on relationship 

building, breaking stereotypes, creating 

mutual respect and aiming to create an 

interdependent common future of previous 

enemies. “The governing idea is human 

relations dialogue and the long-term 

objective is the replication of encounters of 

this kind, in order to better promote peace 

from below”.91 

These kinds of dialogue projects primarily 

gather people with a similar past who have 

suffered from similar experiences during the 

war. Except for the fact that participants of 

the projects have been affected by the 

conflict, they can indeed be people with the 

same interests and who belong to the same 

groups, such as women, religious groups, 

youth etc.  

Most of the dialogue projects are 

implemented through a training framework 

and, according to Lederach, this framework 

is not used for individual development, but 

for relationship building: “to refer to events 

and activities in which people are taught 

specific ways of responding to conflict. 

Training as a process of strategic capacity 

and relationships building.”92 As he 

emphasizes, in order for relationships to be 

built, innovative methods should be used and 

emotional elements of the conflict should be 

tackled. That is exactly the core of these 

dialogue projects since most of the time 

participants are asked to share their personal 

stories and sufferings from conflict with the 

opposite side, so they can understand each 

other and create a common idea for the 

future.93 In order for this to happen, one of the 

crucial circumstances required to organize 

dialogue projects is to create a “safe space” 

for participants, because “such an 

environment encourages descriptive 

dialogue, which is perceived as genuine and 

authentic”.94  

Since the question of sustainability and 

achievement of dialogue projects remains 

open, Chris Mitchell proposes three levels of 

measurement of the success of dialogues: 

changes in behavior on a personal level; 

outcome, especially in terms of new ideas; 

and long-term effect on the conflict.95  Even 

though these kinds of projects can have only 

a short-term effect and longer sustainability 

is more than challenging, when the dialogue 

projects are successfully implemented “it 

usually significantly increases the likelihood 

that the process will indeed lead to the 

creation of a group of people that possess the 

valuable experience of dialoguing and have 

come to value close links with the other 

side.”96 Besides that, this approach towards 

reconciliation is important “primarily 

because its key objectives are the mutual 
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clarification of perceptions and relations and 

improvements in communication.”97 

In the following pages, this study aims to 

analyze the dialogue projects that included 

Serbs and Albanians from Kosovo, with 

special focus on the Youth Peace Camp, that 

will be used as an example of the dialogue 

project. The main purpose is to analyze the 

impact of this kind of project on the 

reconciliation process in Kosovo. 

4. Youth Peace Camp as an 

example of dialogue projects  

The Youth Peace Camp contains elements of 

two types of dialogue projects, the human-

relations and activists’ dialogue. The crux of 

the Camp program is building relationships 

among previous opponents, breaking down 

stereotypes about each other, equipping 

participants with skills and knowledge about 

peace-building and conflict transformation, 

and engaging them in future actions for 

peace. As referred to in the theory outlined 

above, dialogue projects can be focused on a 

specific group of society. In these terms, the 

Youth Peace Camp concentrates, as the name 

suggests, on the youth populations of the 

conflict affected areas.  

4.1. Youth Peace Camp 

background, aims and objectives, 

participants 

The Youth Peace Camp (YPC) is the project 

initiated by the Council of Europe. The very 

first edition of the Youth Peace Camp was 

held in 2003 in Europa Park in Rust, 

Germany, and it lasted in this format until 

2010. Starting from the year 2011, the Youth 

Peace Camp is organized in the one of the 

European Youth Centres of the Council of 

Europe, either in Strasbourg or Budapest.98 

The aim of the Youth Peace Camp is to gather 

young people from conflict-stricken areas in 

the same place with members of the 

community on the opposite side of the 

conflict, and, by providing them a safe place 

for dialogue, it tries to engage them in peace-

building and conflict transformation through 

human rights education activities. This 

project gives a space for conflict affected 

youth to listen and meet the “other side” of 

the conflict, in many cases, for the very first 

time. “Youth Peace Campers shared their 

stories and listen to stories from the “other 

side”, stories that they are not used to 

hearing”.99 By giving the participants the 

space to listen and share their own stories 

about the conflict, the Youth Peace Camp is 

focusing its own program on humanity and 

empathy and “when humanity meets 

humanity”.100 As a result, there is open-

minded alumni, ready to work on peace-

building and to be engaged in changing their 

own communities.101 Since the YPC aims to 

avoid political discussions but rather to 

encourage the sharing of personal 

experiences, which can be extremely 

challenging, participants come to the end of 

the program with more understanding and 

engagement with peace-building.   

The Camp is focused on three different 

levels: personal, organizational and 

institutional102 and the main objectives are:  
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1) “To develop awareness and 

competences (knowledge, skills and 

attitude) of participants in human 

rights education, conflict 

transformation, intercultural learning 

and dialogue, including a critical 

understanding of personal and 

collective identities and their role in 

conflicts. 

2) To share among participants their 

personal experiences of conflict and 

violence and their coping strategies 

in a positive and safe atmosphere of 

living and learning together. 

3) To learn from existing youth work 

practices and experiences of young 

people working on dialogue and 

conflict transformation in their home 

communities. 

4) To motivate and support participants 

in their role as multipliers and peer 

leaders in peace building activities 

with young people encouraging them 

to implement follow-up initiatives. 

5) To introduce the Council of Europe, 

in particular its youth sector and its 

efforts towards strengthening youth 

work in the field of conflict 

transformation and intercultural 

dialogue.”103 

 

Activities at the YPC are implemented 

through non-formal education and 

concentrated on the topics of peace-building, 

conflict-transformation, intercultural 

learning and dialogue. The Camp can be 

divided in three activities: training on conflict 

transformation, dialogue among opposite 

sides of the conflict and intercultural 

exchange.104 Besides that, all of the 

participants have the chance to learn from 

each other by sharing practices and personal 

stories, reflect on their own acts, but also to 

meet peers from the other conflict affected 

areas. It can give new meaning to their 

conflict – “a conflict amongst other 

conflicts”.105 These meetings and 

acknowledgment that there are people in a 

similar position all around Europe “helps 

participants to take distance from their own 

realities”106 and avoid any influence of 

politics and propaganda. Aforementioned, 

starting from 2011, YPC is organized at one 

of the European Youth Centres and previous 

participants are able to become facilitators of 

the Camp, where they will be part of the 

educational team supported by the 

educational advisor of the Council of Europe 

and a senior trainer.107 Besides the chance to 

improve knowledge on peace-building and 

conflict transformation, participants have the 

chance to come back to the YPC as 

facilitators and continue working on peace-

building in this way as well.   

Starting from 2003 more than 450 young 

people aged 18-25 coming from “Armenia, 

Albania, Azerbaijan, Cyprus, Georgia 

(including Abkhazia and South Ossetia), 

Israel, Kosovo, Montenegro, the Palestinian 

Authority, the Russian Federation, Serbia, 

Ukraine”108 and both banks of the 

Nistru/Dniester river have participated at the 

Youth Peace Camp, went through the 
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trainings and educational activities and 

became multipliers in their own 

communities.  

4.2. Previous years and Kosovo 

participants at the Youth Peace 

Camp  

From the very beginning of the Youth Peace 

Camp, participants from Western Balkans 

took part in it. As indicated before, 

youngsters from Serbia, Kosovo, 

Montenegro and Bosnia and Herzegovina 

have participated and from the moment the 

placing and frame of the Camp changed, 

meaning 2011, participants from both 

Serbian and Albanian communities from 

Kosovo were participating in it.  

My research with previous YPC participants 

has shown that the YPC has a positive 

influence on participants themselves and on 

the reconciliation process in Kosovo as well. 

The main findings show that changes of 

perception toward the “other” is positive and 

there is no negative effect. YPC is fostering 

relations among previous antagonists, and by 

creating friendships, participants from both 

communities have a positive effect on the 

wider communities’ perception of the “other 

side”. Furthermore, according to the 

research, YPC serves the participants 

themselves as a place for accepting each 

other, sharing experiences from the conflict 

and engaging in peace-building. Although it 

is shown that YPC has positive impact, it has 

some limitations as well. The processes of 

acknowledgment and common future 

building are lacking or are not recognized at 

the same rate as the other aspects of 

reconciliation.  

4.2.1 Main findings  

When asked the question whether they were 

affected by the armed conflict (in Kosovo), 

89% answered with “yes” while 11% of them 

do not consider themselves as persons 

affected by the armed conflict (Appendix 

VII, Chart 1.1.). Since 27 persons out of 31 

consider themselves as affected by the armed 

conflict, there were different levels of 

affectivity. The first level identified was the 

individual being personally affected by 

having direct experience of violence or 

conflict, loss of family member or friend, or 

by being internally displaced. The second 

level identified those who have had their 

immediate community affected, meaning that 

community members in the village, city or 

town were displaced or have experienced 

violence. And the third level of conflict 

experience is being indirectly affected by 

media or politics. According to the answers 

of previous YPC participants, 37% of them 

have experienced direct conflict or violence, 

30% of them were affected by their 

community and 33% are affected through 

media and politics. (Appendix VII, Chart 

1.2.) Taking into consideration the age of the 

respondents, it can be said it correlates with 

the way they were affected by the conflict and 

it is not surprising to have the information 

that more than 60% of them do not consider 

themselves as personally affected by the war 

since during the open conflict most of them 

were too young to be actively involved. It is 

assumed that the fact that all participants are 
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not directly affected by the conflict can 

increase the willingness for involvement in 

the dialogue project but also the positive 

outcome of it. By not suffering directly from 

the conflict, the openness toward the “other 

side” can be larger than in cases of directly 

affected respondents. Furthermore, the 

process of relationship building and breaking 

stereotypes and prejudices towards the other 

community can be significantly easier when 

the person is not directly affected by the 

conflict. By using this survey, it is important 

to point out how participants were affected by 

the conflict, because it is assumed that it can 

make a big influence on the process of the 

dialogue projects as well as on the 

reconciliation.   

One of the questions from the survey was 

“why did you apply for the YPC?”. Taking 

into consideration answers from the survey, 

48% wanted the opportunity to meet people 

from the other side of the conflict, 29% of 

participants applied because they felt 

strongly about reconciliation and 22% 

wanted the chance to meet new people. None 

of the participants mentioned the reasons as 

“friends were participating” or something 

else which was indicated as an option as well. 

By using these results, we can conclude that 

around 70% of participants applied because 

they wanted the chance to meet people from 

the community with which they were in 

conflict or they felt strong about 

reconciliation with that community. These 

results show that participants of the YPC are 

more or less ready to meet and discuss with 

the other side and work on reconciliation as 

well. According to the research done by 

UNDP in Kosovo, the situation among the 

wider Albanian and Serbian communities is 

similar. The research says that around 55% of 

Albanians and 73% of Serbs consider 

reconciliation between communities living in 

Kosovo as incredibly important for the future 

of Kosovo society. Furthermore, 28% of 

Albanians and 23% of Serbs consider it as 

“important to some extent”, while only 10% 

of Albanians and 5% of Serbs do not find it 

important at all.109 Since there are no relevant 

sources on willingness to reconcile among 

Serbs and Albanians made after 2012, it 

limits this research since possible shifts in 

perception could happen.  

Taking into consideration reasons why 

people applied for participation at the YPC, it 

is interesting to observe their contact with the 

“other side” before the YPC. When the 

participants were asked about contact with 

the other community, 42% of them did not 

have any contact with the other community 

before the camp, 32% of them had an 

occasional social contact, 16% had a regular 

social contact, 6% institutional contact made 

while accessing the public service and 3% of 

participants had a business contact. These 

results showed that there is a correlation 

between contact with the other community 

and the reasons for applying for the YPC. The 

highest percentage of participants did not 

have any contact with the “other side” before 

and highest number of them wanted to 

participate at the YPC in order to meet the 

“other side”. This correlates with the 

situation on the ground in Kosovo. Most of 

the people from different communities are 

neither cooperating with each other nor 

having social relations, but according to the 

aforementioned research, the majority of 
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both communities considers reconciliation as 

an important feature necessary for future life 

in Kosovo.  

The aim of the survey was also to explore the 

changes in the perception of “the other” 

before and after the YPC. Taking into 

consideration that almost half of the 

participants did not have any contact with the 

other side and almost half of them wanted to 

meet the other side, it is interesting to see the 

perceptions before and after the YPC along 

with what changed as well. (Appendix VIII, 

Table 1.1.) None of the participants had a 

“very negative” perception of the other 

before or after the YPC. The biggest changes 

in perception happened with the “mostly 

negative” and “mostly positive” impression 

towards the other side. The “mostly negative” 

rate of perception changed from 25.8% 

before the Camp and it decreased to 3.2% 

after the Camp and at the present day. A 

similar thing happened with the change of the 

“mostly positive” perception. From the 

16.1% of people who had a mostly positive 

impression about the other community, this 

increased to almost half of the participants 

who now have a positive perception (45.2%). 

Even though the changes of the rate of 

“neutral” and “very positive” did not change 

as much as the other two, this can also be read 

as positive. The “very positive” impression 

increased by more than 3%, while the 

“neutral” impression decreased for almost 

10% which most probably, according to other 

data, changed to the “positive” or “mostly 

positive” perception.  

 

Since the assumption was that the difference 

had been made during the Camp or the period 

after the Camp, subjects were asked “What 

happened during the YPC” in terms of 

changes of perception and attitude towards 

reconciliation. More than half of them said 

that they became more optimistic towards 

reconciliation, while one fifth of them said 

they changed the perception of the other 

positively, 16% of them said that they did not 

change their perception of the other 

community, while only 1 person said that 

he/she became less optimistic about 

reconciliation, and 1 person again did not feel 

any changes in their belief in the 

reconciliation process.  

Since the core of reconciliation is 

relationship building, the participants of the 

survey were asked about friendships they 

made during the Camp. 93.5% of participants 

said that they made friendships with the 

people from the “other side” of the conflict 

and that they are still friends. For the rest of 

the participants, the answer was negative.  

Besides all of this, previous YPC participants 

were asked about the “wider impact” of the 

Youth Peace Camp on the reconciliation 

process in Kosovo. More than 80% of them 

said that these kinds of projects are making 

an impact on the reconciliation process in 

Kosovo, while the rest of 20% think the 

opposite. According to the respondents, they 

have initiated many actions that were the 

result of the YPC and these results made a 

positive impact on the ongoing process of 

reconciliation in Kosovo. A significant 

number of answers110 were focused on a 

“common ground” for both sides of the 

conflict as well as the fact that both sides are 
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in the same place ready to communicate and 

get involved in dialogue. This common 

ground is usually connected with hearing and 

meeting the other side for the very first time, 

getting to know them as “humans” and to 

know people “who you once considered 

enemies”,111 but also collaborating and 

working with each other on a shared future. 

Another frequently mentioned reason why 

the YPC is making an impact on 

reconciliation in Kosovo, is that it helped 

with changing the perception of “the other”. 

This complements the fact that the YPC gives 

participants a chance to meet each other as 

individuals rather than representatives of 

some ethnicity or nationality; thus, 

participants are able to create their own 

perceptions without external influence. “I 

met an Albanian who changed my 

perspective”112 said one of the participants in 

the survey in order to explain how the YPC 

made an impact on him/her. Besides that, in 

the survey it is mentioned that the YPC was a 

chance to break stereotypes and prejudices 

about the other side.  Furthermore, sharing 

personal experience from the war is one 

frequently mentioned fact that makes an 

influence on the reconciliation process. 

“Listening to stories from the other side”,113 

as one of the participants emphasized, is a 

crucial moment for the understanding of the 

other side, and by sharing these common 

sufferings and difficulties, participants 

became closer to each other and led to the 

creation of friendship in some cases. Also, 

one of the commonly mentioned phrases is “ 

to open people's minds”, by which 

participants referred to the process of getting 

to know the other side by avoiding the effects 

of media and politics.   

After analyzing this survey, it can be 

concluded that some of the concepts of 

reconciliation were fulfilled. If we take into 

consideration that almost half of the 

participants did not know anyone from the 

other community before the Camp, and that 

the perception of them changed positively, it 

becomes clear that “the change of 

perceptions and attitudes” as a point of 

reconciliation has happened. This was also 

mentioned as a reason why the YPC is 

making impact on the reconciliation process 

in Kosovo. Besides that, breaking stereotypes 

is also mentioned many times, correlating 

with the “mutual acceptance” element of 

reconciliation. When it is about “relationship 

building”, which represents the core concept 

of bottom-up reconciliation since more than 

90% of participants said that they created 

friendships during the YPC, this element of 

reconciliation is identified as well. “Mutual 

sharing of experience” can be seen as point of 

reconciliation which has been tackled in this 

survey by pointing out the significance of 

sharing sufferings from the conflict.  

Since this group represents a small number of 

people and the focus is only on young people 

who were not directly part of the war, it is 

hard to make conclusions about wider effects 

on the reconciliation process in Kosovo. 

Besides that, the respondents can be 

considered as more open-minded than the 

wider communities in Kosovo just because of 

the fact they applied and participated at the 

Camp with the “other side”. Having Serbs 

and Albanians who were directly involved in 

conflict would be more challenging than 

working only with youngsters. Nonetheless, 

it can be said that YPC tackles really 
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important components of reconciliation by 

creating relations among previous opponents, 

breaking down stereotypes and changing 

perceptions of the other, giving a safe space 

for sharing personal experiences of the 

conflict and acceptance of each other.  

4.3. Long-term effect of the YPC 

on reconciliation in Kosovo 

As mentioned in the methodology, by using 

purposive sampling, 13 people filled the 

structured questionnaire with the aim of 

exploring the long-term effects of the YPC. 

This smaller example of YPC participants did 

not show more diverse changes in 

comparison with the survey about the way 

they were affected by the war, the reasons for 

applying for the Camp and the contact they 

had with the “other side” before the Camp. 

Even though the difference between results in 

this and previous chapter is not that 

significant, this chapter, as well as the 

questionnaires, are used to show how the 

YPC affected participants in long-term 

period.  

4.3.1. Changing of perception 

Since the change of perception of the “other” 

is a really important part of the reconciliation 

process, the results are showing, in this case 

as well as in the previous, that the perception 

changed positively during the YPC and 

correlates strongly with other aspects of 

reconciliation. This smaller group showed 

that their perception has changed in the same 

way as was the case with the survey.114 

Since it is more than obvious that perception 

of the “other side” was changed positively, 

respondents were asked what the main reason 

was or what happened during the YPC that 

made them change their opinion. Almost 

40% of them said that the reason was 

“working together with the other side on 

ideas that can facilitate reconciliation”, 30% 

said it was the conversation about the 

conflict, 23% of them said the reason was 

knowing more about the views of the other 

side and 7% of them said that there were 

other reasons for changing the perception.  

The pattern of the “perception change” is 

created firstly by changing the opinion about 

the other community during the camp, which 

is also connected with the changing of the 

way of thinking in general. Participants 

experienced life from the peace perspective, 

which influenced their perception of life in 

general as well as their perception of “the 

other”. By getting to know each other, they 

became more open-minded, learned not to 

judge and to create independent images of the 

“other”. 

4.3.2. Changing the perception of 

the others  

Besides changing their own perception 

during the Camp, many of the respondents 

mentioned their work in changing the 

perception of others after coming back to 

their communities. This correlates with the 

perception that their family and friends also 

have towards people from the “other side”. 

This influence on their close friends and 

family is mostly connected with sharing good 

experiences from the Camp, making 



 ECMI- Working Paper # 110 

 

25 | P a g e  

 

comparisons with personal suffering and 

experience in order to explain the situation on 

the other side and introducing friends from 

the “other side” to their own community. By 

“telling everyone to not judge the book by its 

cover and to stop thinking negative about 

anyone who is on the other side before he/she 

meets them”,115 previous YPC participants 

are “spreading the word” and sharing the 

picture of the other side throughout their 

community fellows and positively 

influencing the perception of the “other”. 

Besides that, by taking into consideration big 

media and political influence on both 

communities, just hearing different stories 

about the “other side” can make a positive 

impact in perception changing for the wider 

community. By explaining that perception of 

certain media are often not true,116 this is a 

first step towards changing the perception of 

wider community. Even though the 

perception of the wider community cannot be 

changed at the same rate as perception of a 

YPC participant, it is evident that 

participants, by engaging in these small steps, 

are expanding the effect of the YPC on wider 

communities as well.  

4.3.3. Relationship building 

In order to examine relationship building as 

the core of the reconciliation process, the 

respondents were asked about friendships 

made during the Youth Peace Camp. 

Relationships are mostly created after 

breaking down stereotypes and changing 

perceptions about “the other.” Only one 

person out of 13 respondents said that he or 

she did not make any friendship with the 

other community members. Since the rest of 

the respondents answered positively on this 

question, in order to explain the broader 

effects on reconciliation, they were asked 

how their family or friends reacted to their 

friendships with members of the opposite 

side of the conflict. 69% said that reaction is 

positive, while 31% of them said it is neutral. 

None of the respondents, surprisingly, 

mentioned a negative reaction of family or 

friends. This absence of negative reactions 

can be seen as one of the positive effects 

made after the YPC. By having positive or 

neutral reactions, family and friends of 

previous Youth Peace Campers are showing 

a positive attitude towards relationship 

building between the communities that were 

in conflict. Other than being a positive impact 

made after YPC participation, this can also be 

a sign of willingness for working on 

reconciliation by accepting the other side.   

Relationships among previous antagonists 

first of all stems from contact and 

communication, as that was the first chance 

for most of them to meet and speak with 

someone from the opposite community in 

Kosovo. The relations among them are 

mostly created during the activities and 

different workshops at the YPC, where they 

had a chance to learn together. In terms of the 

behavior after coming back, most of the 

respondents referred to the friendships as 

maintained and strong, even though they are 

back to the reality of their own communities 

and divisions. 
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4.3.4. Mutual acceptance  

“We are so much stronger together” 

 

After analyzing the answers of previous 

participants regarding the YPC experience, it 

became obvious that it made a positive 

impact on the acceptance of “the other side”. 

It can be connected with many aspects of 

changing perception, but also with the 

humanity and realization that the members of 

the opposite community are humans as well. 

“You have a good and bad Serbian and good 

and bad Albanian, the past cannot be 

changed, we did not choose what had 

happened…”117  “and we are so much 

stronger together”.118 This can be seen as a 

crucial moment for mutual acceptance, 

because participants of the YPC realize that 

they are perceiving the other community in a 

general manner and through the lenses of 

war. The YPC is a moment to accept each 

other in different way. This “realization” is 

connected with the approach used by the 

program of YPC that is based on humanity, 

and participants are linking it with learning 

about and from each other, which leads to 

mutual acceptance. The acknowledgment 

that all of them experienced similar things 

during the conflict is followed by the 

understanding of each other and individual 

acceptance. This way of accepting people 

continues and expands to other members of 

the opposite community and complements 

their change of perception as well.  

4.3.5. Sharing experiences and 

collective future 

The interviews with YPC participants 

showed a strong relation between sharing 

experiences of suffering and its effect on 

changes in perception. By sharing emotions 

and personal stories, participants got closer to 

each other and learned about the other side, 

which had a strong correlation with shifts in 

perceptions and opinions of the other. It can 

be said that this sharing has two 

interdependent roles: for one side to 

understand and for the other to acknowledge 

what has happened during the war and 

conflict. Experience sharing presents the core 

area for acceptance, change of perception and 

relationship building. “YPCs have the 

strength to create a safe zone for different 

communities. It gives us a chance to gather, 

listen and understand”.119 As a result of the 

changes, understanding and newly-created 

relations, even if small, some patterns can be 

connected with steps towards an 

interdependent future. Participants saw the 

YPC as a place where they could meet future 

peace-builders and leaders of change in their 

region,120 which can be connected with the 

projects they have already completed, but 

also with future plans for projects with 

members of the other community.121 

Common problems and ideas but also 

understanding are the main reasons for 

beginning to plan the future together, 

according to the participants’ answers. Even 

though these patterns are not recognized in all 

of the reflections of participants, it can be 

said that they are present as well as, for 

example, with the change of perception and 

relationship building.  
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Other than those elements specified above, 

the analysis did not identify any other 

significant connection between the YPC and 

acknowledgment of the past and common 

future. Acknowledgment of the past can be 

seen as a moment when the both sides 

recognize the existing conflicting truth of 

“the other”. Acknowledgment strongly 

correlates with the sharing of experiences, 

but it is not specifically recognized by 

participants. There was no specific activity 

mentioned specifically dealing with the 

common future. Here we can see the 

limitation of the YPC efforts. By not arriving 

at the truth about the past and planning an 

interdependent future, the YPC is limited in 

its framing of the other aspects of 

reconciliation. In order for reconciliation in 

Kosovo to be more efficient and effective, 

people should have at least some agreement 

about the past, especially with the problem of 

differing interpretations of history, but also to 

have some common plans for the future 

together.  

4.3.6. Post - YPC peace 

engagement 

Even though it is not recognized in theory as 

a pattern important for reconciliation, the 

data from the study suggests that the peace 

engagement is an important part of the YPC 

legacy. By answering questions about 

continuation with work on peace-building, 

influencing communities and daily basis 

peace activities after the YPC, respondents 

showed that the YPC participation engaged 

them in other similar activities as well as in 

small daily actions. Most of the 

participants122 said that they participated after 

the YPC in many projects related to the 

peace-building, reconciliation, conflict 

transformation and intercultural dialogue. 

Participation was not the last result: two of 

them opened non-governmental 

organizations dealing with reconciliation and 

capacity building, which correlates with their 

interest on the topic and previous 

engagement. For two other previous 

participants, the path towards peace and 

conflict-transformation led back to 

internationally supported peace-building 

projects since one of them became facilitator 

at the YPC and both of them joined the 

“Youth Peace Ambassadors Network”,123 

and as one of them stated, “YPC gave me a 

career path for reconciliation and peace-

building”.  

Besides being active in the field, many of the 

participants emphasized some of their daily 

activities that can bring something positive to 

reconciliation and peace-building. Raising 

the question of using hate speech on a daily 

basis in their own communities, sharing 

information about reconciliation and the 

importance of it and involving friends in the 

YPC after participation, are only some of the 

actions that followed.   

4.4. The question of YPC 

sustainability  

The previous analysis confirms that the YPC 

is making some positive impact on the 

reconciliation process in Kosovo and even 

though there are many effects created by the 

YPC participation that can correlate with the 

process of reconciliation, there is still the 
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question of sustainability. How sustainable is 

the impact is a question that has been raised 

during the interviews with participants. First 

of all, some the participants do not consider 

anything they are doing as influencing further 

reconciliation and peace-building in Kosovo, 

and the reason is either that there is no way to 

do it or a lack of belief that they can change 

something, and a belief that most things 

should be changed starting from a high 

political level. As the main reason for 

questioning the impact, not for themselves, 

but for the communities in conflict, 

respondents mention the limitations of people 

who are participating, not only in number but 

also in language, age etc. This limitation 

correlates with the “need for personal 

experience”124 and since the YPC is not able 

to gather everyone, the question of indirect 

influence of the participants is debatable. 

Besides that, participants emphasize a lack of 

joint activities after YPC. Since the Camp is 

an activity lasting up to 10 days, the lack of 

continuation makes the influence and impact 

lower. Furthermore, even though the 

participants are continuing to work on peace-

building, some of the participants are 

questioning the influence of the YPC. Other 

aspects such as “personality of a person, 

education (formal and other non-formal 

trainings except YPC), professional 

orientation”125 can have much more impact 

on involvement in peace-building activities 

than the YPC alone. 

Despite the lack of agreement among 

respondents as to the wider effect of the YPC 

on the reconciliation process in Kosovo and 

the limited number of people included, the 

data confirms that the YPC impact on 

participants correlates with the initial, 

theoretical idea of reconciliation. The 

importance of YPC, even in a small-scale 

context, can be found in the changing of 

perspectives and acceptance, relationship 

building, sharing of experiences and 

engagement of alumni in peace-building on 

different levels. 

5. Youth Peace Camp 2018 

In this chapter, I will introduce the results 

collected during the Youth Peace Camp 

2018. By using participant observation and 

interviews with Serbian and Albanian 

participants from Kosovo, I will analyze the 

relations, behaviors and possible impact of 

this project on the reconciliation process in 

Kosovo.   

In 2018, the Youth Peace Camp was 

organized at the European Youth Centre in 

Budapest from 26 June to 3 July. As usual, 

the target group was young people coming 

from conflict-stricken areas in Europe and 

this time YPC gathered youth from South 

Caucasus (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, 

Abkhazia, South Ossetia), Cyprus, both 

banks of the Nistru/Dniester river and 

Kosovo. 

Starting from the first day, the participants 

worked on introductions with each other, 

identities, conflict and communication, 

dialogue, reconciliation, human rights and 

peace-building, plus tools for action and 

follow ups.126 The educational team 

consisted of facilitators, one facilitator per 

community participating at the Camp, a 
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senior trainer and an educational advisor of 

the Council of Europe.  

5.1. Serbs and Albanians at the 

Youth Peace Camp 2018 

Both of the biggest communities of Kosovo, 

Serbs and Albanians, were represented by six 

participants per community. They were 

selected according to the level of influence of 

the conflict on them, motivation to 

participate, involvement in civil society but 

also in order for the regional and gender 

balance to be respected. Before selection, the 

number of applicants was 88, with a lower 

number of applicants coming from the 

Serbian community. This disbalance in 

applications number is expected, taking into 

consideration the ethnic demographic in 

Kosovo, where Albanians make more than 

90% of population.  

Participants were aged 20 to 25, coming from 

different places from Kosovo, such as: 

Prishtinë / Priština, Leposavić / Leposaviq, 

Mitrovica / Mitrovicë North, Mitrovicë / 

Mitrovica South, Ferizaj / Uroševac, Gjakovë 

/ Đakovica, Gjilan / Gnjilane, Gračanica / 

Graçanica, Prizren and one Serbian 

participant was from Novi Pazar127. She was 

affected by the conflict in ex-Yugoslavia, but 

not directly by the Kosovo conflict. Together 

with her, we decided not to include her in the 

research, but it is important to emphasize that 

she was part of the group as well. Thus, this 

analysis will refer to eleven people with 

whom the interviews were conducted. 

Ten out of eleven participants considered 

themselves as persons directly affected by the 

armed conflict, while one of them considered 

themselves to be indirectly affected. The 

main reasons for applying for YPC were: 

feeling strongly about reconciliation and the 

will to meet the people from the “other side”, 

but also to meet new people in general. Most 

of them had zero or only occasional contact 

with the “other side”, and for 5 of them this 

was the first contact they had with the 

opposite community.  

In order to explain the process of changing 

and what happened during the Camp, I will 

divide it in three parts: before Dialogue day, 

Dialogue day and after Dialogue day. 

Dialogue day seems to be the crucial part of 

the Camp, because it brings together the 

conflict sides in order to share sufferings and 

experiences from the conflict. This day is 

focused mostly on bi-community dialogue128, 

while the other days, all of participants are 

attending the sessions together.  

5.2. Before Dialogue day 

Due to the chance to arrive together to 

Budapest, some of the participants had made 

contact before their actual arrival. Two of the 

Serbian participants arrived together with the 

whole Albanian group and communication 

started already on their way to Budapest, and 

friendly relations among them were created 

even before the start of the Camp. It was 

obvious that the group that traveled together 

(2 Serbs and 6 Albanians), as when they were 

not in their community groups they were 

spending much more time together than the 

others. Despite the fact that they spent most 

of the non-formal time together, they did not 

talk about the conflict or political situation in 



 ECMI- Working Paper # 110 

 

30 | P a g e  

 

Kosovo. During one of the first sessions, 

when the participants were asked to write 

down their fears or what could go wrong 

during the Camp, one of the participants 

wrote “fear of being provoked by propaganda 

that Kosovo is an independent country”. It 

was obvious from that moment that this is the 

topic that is not tackled among two 

communities even though they are spending 

so much time together.  

The same issue appeared during the second 

day. During one of the workshops one 

Serbian and one Albanian participant opened 

the discussion amongst themselves about the 

perception of communities living in Kosovo. 

While the participants from the Albanian 

community mentioned the war saying it was 

between Serbs and Kosovars, the Serbian 

participant, who seemed to be offended by 

this statement, reacted saying that the war did 

not happen between Serbs and Kosovars but 

between Serbs and Albanians. This small 

conflict actually showed again that the 

politics and Kosovo independence is not an 

easy topic to be discussed among 

participants. It can be also seen as one of the 

obstacles towards reconciliation since the 

disagreement about this can possibly lead to 

the breakdown of communication. Two 

communities, by having two different 

histories, learning about the war and about 

Kosovo in a totally different way, are 

misunderstanding each other even when there 

is a tendency to work on reconciliation and 

peace-building.  

Besides that, as aforementioned, the free time 

Albanian and Serbian participants were 

spending together was a friendly 

environment. At the end of the second day, 

one of the Serbian participants, who did not 

have any contact with Albanians before, 

stated “Albanians are friendly as same as my 

other (Serbian) friends from Kosovo”. It was 

interesting to observe their behavior, not only 

their statements. When the entire YPC group, 

not only Serbs and Albanians, were assigned 

to conduct some exercise or to work on some 

topic, Serbs and Albanians were mostly 

doing the assignments together. During one 

exercise, where intercultural communication 

was being explored, suddenly Serbs and 

Albanians were part of one community, 

where one of the participants said: “We are 

finally one nation. I am sorry this is not 

happening in reality.” It was noticeable that 

participants are aware of the given safe space, 

where they can be friends and share interests 

and maybe be one nation in comparison with 

the situation at home, despite the fact they 

“did not talk about sides at any moment”129. 

Besides the misunderstanding about politics, 

everything else looked “good” concerning 

the relations between participants from 

Kosovo. But these relations were not as “in 

order” as it seemed, the participants 

themselves stated. All of them said that the 

situation was generally good, but eight out of 

eleven mentioned that there was something 

problematic. “Most of us were afraid of 

political topics, even though they are really 

important. We would go out and discuss our 

social lives, universities… But there was 

always a gap”.130 Superficial and sometimes 

antagonistic are the ways some of 

participants described the situation amongst 

themselves. Despite the impression that there 

were already good connections among them, 
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one of the participants said that “there was a 

distance and there was a bit of prejudice”.131 

This pre-dialogue period can be seen as a 

period of building relations among Serbs and 

Albanians, but as explained before, not 

without prejudice and antagonism towards 

each other. After interviews with participants 

it became clear that the friendships noticed at 

“first glance” had limitations, and certain 

topics that were not tackled in order to avoid 

the possible conflict.  

5.3. Dialogue Day  

“I will never forget this day” 

Dialogue Day at the Youth Peace Camp 2018 

was dedicated to sharing personal stories 

from the conflict. This year, it was separated 

into four phases. Firstly, sharing and 

discussing in mono-community groups (only 

with participants from the participants’ own 

community). The second phase aimed to put 

together participants from different 

communities, so they can share their stories 

with others but also to hear about other 

conflicts. The third phase took place in the 

mono-community group, which aimed to 

prepare the participants for the upcoming, 

last session. The last phase is the longest one 

and it brings together participants who were 

on opposite sides of the conflict. The 

educational team that prepares the whole 

Camp considers this last session as the most 

crucial one. This is the moment for 

participants to hear and understand the other 

side but also to acknowledge previous 

sufferings. This is the reason why I focused 

my observation on that day on the bi-

community element.  

The group coming from Kosovo looked 

extremely nervous from the very beginning 

of the day. The ones who were the loudest 

during previous three days were the quietest 

ones on Dialogue Day. One of the Serbian 

participants, who made contact with the 

Albanians for the first time during the Camp, 

said: “I am nervous. I am afraid. Afraid that 

we will ruin the friendship we created in 

previous days”.132 In that moment the 

Albanian participant hugged her/him saying: 

“Do not worry, it is going to be fine.”133 

Although there were prejudices, antagonism 

and some undiscussed problems among 

them, it seemed that they created something 

they did not want to ruin.  

The bi-community dialogue was the longest 

part of the day. It lasted 3 hours. Serbs and 

Albanians entered the room together that had 

been dedicated for them. The Albanian 

facilitator and myself explained what we will 

try to do during the session. The rules were 

clear: you are asked to share your personal 

experience of the conflict, if you feel 

comfortable to do so. While one is talking the 

others will not comment, ask or interrupt. The 

others should listen carefully.  

All participants started sharing their stories 

one by one. The group heard about losing 

homes, family, relatives, friends, watching 

other people get killed, running away from 

home searching for a shelter, being 

constantly displaced, watching houses 

burning, bombing, growing up with things 

that were never supposed to be normal, 

growing up with the fear of the other side. 
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The whole group was crying almost all the 

time, sharing the deepest things about their 

past and sufferings from the war. No one 

interrupted, no one asked, no one 

commented. They were all listening and 

crying together.  

While sharing their suffering from war, one 

of the Albanian participants said, “My whole 

life I was afraid of Cyrillic letters, because 

that was the only thing I saw after every 

house we moved to was burned. Now, I am 

sitting with you guys, sharing this and 

wearing a t-shirt with Cyrillic letters”.134 He 

was the only participant who has regular 

social contact with the “other side”. 

After the round when each participant shared 

their story and suffering from the war, we 

decided to take a break. The whole group 

went out of the room together and then 

suddenly, they made spontaneous hugs, all 

together. They were sitting out for 10 

minutes, most of them smoking and phrases 

like, “this is not normal”, “no one should live 

like this”, “no one deserves this” were heard.  

During the second part, we asked them 

whether they have questions, suggestions, or 

anything to add. One of the participants, who 

can be considered as the most affected135 

from the group asked: “what we should do 

now, how to change this?” This was the 

moment when the whole group started 

discussing the steps they could make towards 

changing their realities and communities. 

The day ended up by shaping the plans that 

would come after the Camp, and with the 

Serbian participant who was scared at the 

beginning of the day saying: “I will never 

forget this day”.  

5.3.1. Dialogue Day through 

participants’ lenses   

“When you listen and you try to understand, 

that's the first step towards reconciliation” 

A few days had already passed since 

Dialogue Day, when I asked the participants 

what happened during the exercise. The most 

common explanation was: empathy. 

Participants explained it as a moment when 

they understood the other side for the very 

first time, as a moment when they heard what 

happened to the others and that they are not 

the only victims from the war. Being 

empathetic correlates with the fact that they 

shared everything exclusively on an 

individual level and it made the others react 

by feeling compassion. Besides that, it was 

the moment of acknowledgment of what had 

happened in the past. Disappointment in the 

human race, enlightenment, understanding, 

spiritual cleaning, final realization - these 

were the most used notions to explain 

Dialogue Day. “We cried with Serbian stories 

and Serbs cried with our stories, we all lost 

people we loved, we all lost something we 

did not want to lose, what we did not deserve 

because we were very young, children, none 

of us deserves what happened during the 

conflict. It was not our fault, so I think it was 

understanding, and we showed compassion 

and empathy for one another. We shared 

emotions,”136 explained one of the Albanian 

participants.  

These explanations, mostly based on created 

empathy and understanding, can be seen as a 

crucial step towards reconciliation. 

Aforementioned, Serbs and Albanians are 

mostly without relations in Kosovo; except 
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for the previously mentioned examples such 

as shopping malls, making relations with 

each other is challenging. If we add a 

different history and interpretation of war, the 

mutual understanding and chances to discuss 

it are even lower. These “Dialogue Day” 

moments can be seen as a starting point for 

participants moving towards reconciliation in 

Kosovo. They had a chance for 

acknowledgment, sharing, listening, 

understanding and to feel empathy. And as 

one of the participants stated “We had a 

chance to sit silently and listen carefully to 

each other's story, but not just to listen - to 

understand. When you listen and you try to 

understand that is the first step towards 

reconciliation”.137 

5.4. After Dialogue Day 

“It is finally us” 

The first day after the Dialogue was devoted 

to the reconciliation. The workshop was 

framed in such a way that participants could 

reconcile amongst themselves and appreciate 

everything that was shared and heard the day 

before. The power of the Dialogue Day was 

reflected in the first moment during the first 

exercise, when Serbian and Albanian 

participants hugged each other, without any 

suggestion or call for that, and they kept that 

hug for a while.138 

The last three days at the Camp were focused 

on creating follow-up activities that should 

be implemented after the Camp ends. These 

days showed how well connected the Kosovo 

group is and how they could work this time, 

obviously, according to participants, without 

“the gap”.  

All of them came with different ideas for 

projects but they decided to make one project 

and one common follow-up out of it. It is 

planned to be a one-year long project139 and 

it includes all of them working on it. During 

the project plan one of the participants said 

“it is finally us¨140 referring to the fact that 

there is no division among them anymore. 

The main impression was that the Dialogue 

Day engaged them that much, so they spent 

three next days working together for the 

things that can contribute something, 

however small, to the peace and 

reconciliation process in Kosovo.  

During the last day of the Camp, participants 

were asked to present their projects. Cyprus 

and Kosovo participants, from both 

communities, were the only ones presenting 

one, common project. The other 

countries/communities did not have joint 

projects with the “other side” of the conflict. 

During the presentation, the question of the 

country where they are coming from 

reappeared again. The two participants who 

were presenting the project plan said that they 

are from Kosovo (Albanian participant) and 

from Serbia (Serbian participant). It was 

obvious that this was not agreed, but they 

finished the presentation together. The 

question why this happened appeared after 

the presentation. And surprisingly, instead of 

misunderstanding, the whole group gathered 

together in a circle and discussed what 

happened without any external influence. 

The session was continued after a while and 

the group was asked to sit down, but they did 

not listen or react. The other participants of 
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the YPC 2018 were waiting for fellow 

participants from Kosovo to finish their talk. 

The discussion ended up with a hug and they 

came back to their seats. When they were 

asked what happened, the answer, “a little 

misunderstanding, we are fine” followed. 

When participants were asked about the 

situation after the Dialogue Day, the most 

often mentioned things were bonding and 

friendship. All of them considered the people 

who participated at the Camp, from both 

communities, as friends now. The Dialogue 

Day gave them the opportunity to understand 

and make strong relations with each other and 

that affected them in such a way that they are 

able to discuss everything now, and it 

reflected on the way they resolved the 

misunderstanding made during the 

presentation of the project. “There is a hope” 

said one of the participants, explaining the 

situation created after the dialogue day.  

5.5. What about the future? 

The pattern of using personal sharing of 

experiences seems to be successful for the 

change in behavior from friendly but 

antagonistic to friendship, understanding and 

ability to create common plans for the future. 

“We started talking about ideas, we started 

talking about the things we can do in the 

future. After the dialogue day it just kept 

being better and better, we were getting more 

familiar with one another…We found out 

that we are not different, after all.”141 As 

stated by this participant, the whole group 

started thinking about the future and what 

could be done when they got back home. All 

of them continued to believe that it is not easy 

to go back to their communities and make all 

of the plans come true due to political 

manipulation, everyday life and existing 

prejudices, but the impression is that this 

group is eager to try.  

This is the moment when they became aware 

that they are able to make an influence on 

other members of their communities and do 

something for the wider reconciliation 

process. By using the stories they had heard, 

friendships they had made and by 

implementing project they had planned, 

influence on the other members of both 

communities can be achieved. It also 

correlates with their answers about future 

engagement. By being inspired by the project 

they created all together, all of them said they 

want to do something about peace-building in 

Kosovo. Either to be more engaged in the 

topic and process, learn more, include the 

idea of peace in their existing professions, or 

just share the experiences they have made 

during the Camp and continue the friendship.  

5.6. Influence on the 

reconciliation process 

As explained before, it can be said that this 

year Youth Peace Camp managed to make 

some impact on the participants coming from 

Kosovo. Referring to the theory of 

reconciliation, it can be concluded that 

impact occurred on a number of levels and it 

was positive. Starting from relationship 

building and acceptance, according to the 

statements of participants and observation, 

real friendships were created. Even for the 

participants who will maybe not keep these 

friendships going, the impression of the other 



 ECMI- Working Paper # 110 

 

35 | P a g e  

 

side was only positive, the relations among 

all of the participants were good and they 

accepted each other by overcoming 

prejudices. From the other side, even without 

building friendships, just by having a chance 

to meet, live and speak with the “other side” 

can be seen as a step forward, taking into 

consideration the lack of interaction among 

Serbs and Albanians in Kosovo. 

During the Dialogue Day, they shared the 

personal stories and heard the other side. 

Empathy and comparison were created, 

which strongly correlates with 

acknowledgment and common sharing of 

experiences. Besides that, by following the 

changes in behavior and opinions through the 

Camp, it became obvious that the perception 

of “the other” changed positively. After the 

Dialogue Day, the antagonism and “the gap”, 

as one of the participants called it, had 

disappeared.  

In comparison with the previous Camps, it 

can be said that this year’s participants have 

a clear plan for the future that engaged them 

in future coworking and collaboration. 

Furthermore, if participants manage to 

implement the project they planned, chances 

for influence on the wider communities is 

highly possible and this point complements 

one of the most important elements of 

reconciliation - “collective future”. Besides 

that, all of the participants are members of 

different non-governmental organizations 

which gives them more opportunity to make 

an impact by using their networks and 

organizing different events and activities.   

At the end, as one of the participants said, all 

of these happenings during the Camp, 

understanding and listening, can be seen as a 

first step towards reconciliation. Even though 

we are speaking about a group of 12 people, 

this small step and changes that happened are 

a small step towards reconciliation in 

Kosovo. 

6. Conclusion 

The overall impact of the Youth Peace Camp 

on the reconciliation process in Kosovo can 

be seen as a positive one. As mentioned in the 

introduction, positive impact can mean that 

the YPC is addressing and following the main 

patterns recognized by the definition of 

reconciliation.  

Relationship building and perception change 

are the two most recognizable patterns 

created after and during the YPC. 

Participants of the Camp create friendships 

and change the perception of the “other” only 

in a positive way. One really important 

element of the perception change is that it is 

not limited to the participants only, because 

they are influencing their family and friends 

and wider communities as well, which makes 

the impact of YPC even bigger.  

Mutual acceptance and sharing experiences 

are also two of the reconciliation patterns 

recognized through this research. The YPC 

gave a chance to participants to listen stories 

from the other side for the very first time and 

this experience sharing was a crucial moment 

in each other’s acceptance. Sharing 

experiences also provided a good background 

for other elements of the reconciliation, such 

as relationship building, acceptance and 

changing of perceptions. That is the reason 
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for saying that the activities conducted 

through the Dialogue Day are the crucial part 

of the dialogue projects, because they give a 

chance for participants to share, listen and 

understand. This is the moment on which all 

the other patterns can be identified. 

Concerning acknowledgment and common 

future, the short and long-term results are not 

correlating, however. The long-term YPC 

effect research shows that even though YPC 

affected the participants positively, they did 

not make any common activity that can have 

an effect on the wider community. In 

comparison with that, the Kosovo group at 

the YPC 2018 is already planning a one-year 

long activity that can include many more 

participants from both sides and have a much 

larger effect on the wider community. In the 

end, acknowledgment of the past stays 

questionable. As presented, in the long term, 

the effects of the YPC are not recognizable, 

but neither in the short-term. Although the 

experience sharing is interconnected with 

acknowledgment, it requires the 

establishment of a common truth about the 

past which can be seen as the main challenge 

for the reconciliation process in Kosovo. 

Since division among communities is not 

only territorial but is also seen in the 

interpretations of history and war, the 

acknowledgment of the past stays 

problematic and may be the main threat 

towards reconciliation in Kosovo. Even 

though it is somehow tackled by experience 

sharing, it can be said that the YPC lacks 

fulfillment of this aspect of reconciliation.  

The main conclusion of this study is that 

dialogue projects do make a positive impact 

on the reconciliation process in Kosovo, but 

they are limited as well. Aforementioned, it 

tackles most of the elements of the 

reconciliation, but with the acknowledgment 

element under the question. If we analyze the 

influence on the wider community, it can be 

said that the biggest influence has been made 

on the participants of the projects themselves 

but also on their close community members. 

Even though the effect is not in the same 

range as for the participants, it exists and 

brings a positive influence to reconciliation 

in Kosovo.  

The other obstacle towards reconciliation is 

the ongoing political situation between 

Serbia and Kosovo. Since it is hard for 

citizens to avoid such tension, it also reflects 

on the process of reconciliation. As was 

noticed during the observation of the YPC 

2018, the unresolved political situation 

between Kosovo and Serbia creates a 

negative influence on the communication 

between two communities and possibly it can 

lead to the breakdown of relations and 

communication in circumstances that are not 

under the frame of dialogue or some similar 

project.   

The main problem with dialogue projects 

such as Youth Peace Camp is their 

sustainability. Namely, by not having joint 

activities afterwards and coming back to their 

realities, participants are struggling with 

work on peace-building even though that is 

what they are aiming for. That can be 

problematic even if the effect on the wider 

community is considered. If participants of 

the dialogue projects do not have the chance 

or the support to work on reconciliation and 

peace-building, the fear is that the influence 

of the dialogue projects will stay with them 
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or possibly only with their close community 

members.  

In order for these projects to be more efficient 

and successful, they should consider having 

“after dialogue” support that can enable 

participants to work more on reconciliation 

processes together. Through this, the work 

towards an interdependent future with the 

other community can be maintained. As the 

research suggests, the lack of this follow-up 

phase is the most problematic for the broader 

influence of the dialogue projects such as the 

Youth Peace Camp. 

One more limitation of these kinds of projects 

is the specific target group. Namely, 

participants are age limited, so it does not 

give the chance for older conflict affected 

people to participate. Furthermore, it is 

language limited, so people who are not able 

to make conversation in English are not able 

to participate. Besides that, majority of the 

participants are involved in some of the local 

or regional NGOs, which is not the case with 

the wider population. In order for this to be 

resolved and improved, the projects should 

include a broader spread of community 

members and possibly be conducted in native 

languages, so the dialogue projects will have 

a wider effect.   

As this research shows, these kinds of 

bottom-up initiatives are making a limited 

but positive effect on the reconciliation 

process in Kosovo. The number of these 

projects does not seem to be enough, so one 

of the proposals can be to implement as many 

of these kinds of dialogue projects as much as 

possible, on different levels of Serbian and 

Albanian communities and with different 

target groups. Furthermore, as research 

suggests, the main focus should be on sharing 

experiences because it evidently represents 

the basis for the other reconciliation 

elements. Since there are ongoing, different 

types of dialogue projects in Kosovo, the 

further research and investigation into them 

is strongly recommended in order to explore 

their effect and to improve them. 
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Appendices 

I. List of interview partners, Youth Peace Camp 2018: 

1) Interview with JS, Budapest, 3rd of July 2018. 

2) Interview with DR, Budapest 3rd of July 2018. 

3) Interview with PDj, Budapest 3rd of July, 2018. 

4) Interview with SŽ, Budapest, 3rd of July 2018. 

5) Interview with JI, Budapest, 3rd of July 2018. 

6) Interview with GB, Budapest, 3rd of July 2018. 

7) Interview with AH, Budapest, 3rd of July 2018. 

8) Interview with LA, Budapest, 3rd of July 2018. 

9) Interview with LS, Budapest, 3rd of July 2018. 

10) Interview with DM, Budapest, 3rd of July 2018. 

11) Interview with AB, Budapest, 3rd of July, 2018.  

II. List of people who answered on online structured questionnaire: 

1) GC, participant of YPC 2017. 

2) AL, participant of YPC 2017. 

3) BM, participant of YPC 2013. 

4) VK, participant of YPC 2015. 

5) SK, participant of YPC 2015. 

6) FR, participant of YPC 2014. 

7) TK, participant of YPC 2014. 

8) DM, participant of YPC 2016. 

9) FS, participant of YPC 2013. 

10)  VJ, participant of YPC 2013. 

11) DS, participant of YPC 2014. 

12) VA, participant of YPC 2017. 

13) TR, participant of YPC 2015.  

III. Questionnaire, YPC previous participants:  

1. What is your name? 

2. How old are you? 

3. From which city you are coming from? 
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4. Were you affected by the conflict in Kosovo – yes/no? 

5. If yes, how? 

- personally affected (direct experience of violence/conflict, loss of family member/friend, 

displaced from home, etc) 

- immediate community affected (community members in your village/city/town 

displaced/experienced violence) 

- indirectly affected (media/politics) 

- other 

6. When did you participate at the Youth Peace Camp? 

7. Why did you apply for the YPC? 

- feel strongly about reconciliation 

- friends were participating 

- wanted the opportunity to meet new people 

- wanted the opportunity to meet the other side 

- other. 

8. Did you know anyone from the other side of the conflict before the YPC (what level of contact 

did you have?) 

- regular social contact 

- occasional social contact 

- institutional contact (while accessing public services) 

- business contact (eg. with shop keepers, market sellers) 

- no contact 

9. What was your perception of the other side before the YPC? 

- Very negative 

- Mostly negative 

- Neutral 

- Mostly positive 

- Very positive 

10. What happened during the YPC? 

- Perceptions of the other totally changed (positively/negatively) 

- Perceptions of the other partially changed (positively/negatively) 

- No change in perceptions of the other 

- More optimistic about reconciliation 
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- Less optimistic about reconciliation 

- No change in optimism regarding reconciliation 

11. What is your perception of the other side now? 

- Very negative 

- Mostly negative 

- Neutral 

- Mostly positive 

- Very positive 

12. If your perceptions of the other side changed as the result of participating in the YPC, what do 

you think made the difference? 

- Knowing more about the views of other side 

- Talking about the conflict 

- Getting to know the other side socially 

- Working together with the other side on ideas that can facilitate reconciliation 

- Other 

13. Did your participation in the YPC have a wider impact on perceptions of your friends/family 

regarding the other side? If so, what impact? 

14. Do you have any friends from the other side? Have you made new friendships during the YPC? 

15. If yes, what do your other friends and family think of these friendships? 

- Positive 

- Neutral 

- Negative (please elaborate) 

16. What have you done after the YPC? Have you continued with the similar projects or did 

something connected to the peace-building or reconciliation? Has your participation in the YPC 

had a lasting impact on your life/outlook/views generally? 

17. Do you do something on daily basis which can improve the peace-building process? 

18. Do you think projects such as the YPC have an impact on the wider reconciliation process? If so, 

how? 

IV. Youth Peace Camp 2018 interview questions:  

1. What is your name? 

2. How old you are? 

3. From which city you are coming from? 

4. Were you affected by the conflict in Kosovo and how? 
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5. Why did you apply for the YPC? 

6. Did you know someone from the other side of the conflict or have any friends? 

7. How was the situation between Serbs and Albanians before the Dialogue day?  

8. What happened during the Dialogue day? 

9. What is the situation now, after the Dialogue day? 

10. What was your perception of the other side of the conflict before the YPC? 

11. What is your perception now? 

12. Did you make new friendships with people from the other side of the conflict during the Camp? 

13. What are your plans for the future, will you continue with the any action connected with peace-

building and reconciliation? 

V. Survey questions:  

1. How old are you? 

2. What gender do you associate yourself wit? 

- Male 

- Female 

- Prefer not to say 

3. From which city you are coming from? 

4. Were you affected by the conflict in Kosovo – yes/no? 

5. If yes, how? 

- personally affected (direct experience of violence/conflict, loss of family member/friend, 

displaced from home, etc) 

- immediate community affected (community members in your village/city/town 

displaced/experienced violence) 

- indirectly affected (media/politics) 

- other 

6. When did you participate at the Youth Peace Camp? 

7. Why did you apply for the YPC? 

- feel strongly about reconciliation 

- friends were participating 

- wanted the opportunity to meet new people 

- wanted the opportunity to meet the other side 

- other. 

8. Did you know anyone from the other side of the conflict before the YPC (what level of contact 

did you have?) 
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- regular social contact 

- occasional social contact 

- institutional contact (while accessing public services) 

- business contact (eg. with shop keepers, market sellers) 

- no contact 

9. What was your perception of the other side before the YPC? 

- Very negative 

- Mostly negative 

- Neutral 

- Mostly positive 

- Very positive 

10. What happened during the YPC? 

- Perceptions of the other totally changed (positively/negatively) 

- Perceptions of the other partially changed (positively/negatively) 

- No change in perceptions of the other 

- More optimistic about reconciliation 

- Less optimistic about reconciliation 

- No change in optimism regarding reconciliation 

11. What is your perception of the other side now? 

- Very negative 

- Mostly negative 

- Neutral 

- Mostly positive 

- Very positive 

12. If your perceptions of the other side changed as the result of participating in the YPC, what do 

you think made the difference? 

- Knowing more about the views of other side 

- Talking about the conflict 

- Getting to know the other side socially 

- Working together with the other side on ideas that can facilitate reconciliation 

- Other 

14. Do you have any friends from the other side? Have you made new friendships during the YPC? 
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15. Do you think that projects like Youth Peace Camp are having positive impact on the wider 

reconciliation process in Kosovo? (yes/no) 

16. If yes, why? 

VI. Youth Peace Camp 2018 Programme: 

26 June-3 July 2018 European Youth Centre, Budapest. 

 

Organised by the Directorate of Democratic Participation with the support of the Directorate of Political 

Affairs and the Youth Board of Cyprus. 

The Youth Peace Camp engages young people and youth organisations from conflict affected regions in 

dialogue and conflict transformation activities based on human rights education and intercultural learning 

during and after the camp. 

The rhythm of holding Youth Peace Camps is expected to be changed from yearly to biennial after 2018, 

giving more space for structured and properly supported follow-up. The follow up is expected to be based 

on the needs of participants in designing and implementing their follow up initiatives, and it should also 

enhance the effect of the Youth Peace Camp and give visibility to successful local and regional peace-

building efforts by young participants from this year’s or previous camps. Therefore in the camp’s 

programme in 2018 there will be specific attention paid to the preparations of follow up initiatives in 

2019. 

Objectives: 

- To develop awareness and basic competences (knowledge, skills and attitudes) of participants in 

human rights education, conflict transformation, intercultural learning and dialogue, including a critical 

understanding of personal and collective identities and their role in conflicts 

- To enable participants to share personal experiences of conflict and violence and coping strategies in a 

positive and safe atmosphere of living and learning together 

- To motivate and support participants in their role as multipliers and peer leaders in peace-building 

activities with young people encouraging them to implement follow-up initiatives. 

- To promote and share existing youth work practices and experiences of young people working on 

dialogue and conflict transformation in their home communities 

- To strengthen the role of the Council of Europe, in particular through its Youth for Democracy 

programme, in its efforts towards strengthening youth work in the field of conflict transformation, social 

cohesion and intercultural dialogue and in the framework - and/or contributing to – the approaches of the 

UN Security Council Resolution 2250 (2015). 
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Participants: 

The 2018 Youth Peace Camp will bring together 60 to 70 young people from the following conflict 

affected communities: 

- Kosovo*, participants coming from Albanian, Serbian and other communities 

- Both banks of the river Nistru/Dniestr 

- Cyprus (Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots) 

- South Caucasus, in particular from border regions and ethnic minorities. 

Programme of the Camp: 

Monday, 25 June 2018 - Welcome 

Arrival of participants 

16:00 Registration of participants and administrative formalities 

19:00 Dinner 

20:30 Informal welcome evening 

Tuesday, 26 June 2018 – Introductions 

09:30 Welcome and opening of the Youth Peace Camp 2018 Introduction of participants 

Welcome speech by Matjaz Gruden, Director of Democratic Participation, Council of Europe 

Essential of the programme and methodology of the Youth Peace Camp 

“The Youth Peace Camp in the Youth for Democracy programme” Rui Gomes, Head of Education and 

Training Division of the Youth Department, Council of Europe 

Introduction to the programme, framework and methodology 11:30 Break 

12:00 Team building: Getting to know each other 

13:00 Lunch 

14:30 Team building: Developing communication and trust 

16:00 Break 

16:30 Team building: Developing communication and trust 

18:00 Introduction to reflection groups 

19:00 Dinner 
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20:30 Evening programme: social evening 

Wednesday, 27 June 2018– Identities 

09:15 Presentation of the day’s programme and warming up 

09:30 Understanding empathy and emotions 

11:00 Break 

11:30 Exploring individual identities 

13:00 Lunch 

14:30 Exploring collective identities 

16:00 Break 

16:30 Introduction to conflict (theory) 

18:30 Reflection groups 

19:00 Dinner 

20:30 Evening programme: Introduction possibility for self-organised leisure time activities by 

participants 

Thursday, 28 June 2018 – Conflict and communication 

09:15 Presentation of the day’s programme and warming up 

9:30 Intercultural learning 

11:00 Break 

11:30 Intercultural learning (continued) 

13:00 Lunch 

14:30 Interpersonal communication and non-violent communication 

16:30 Break 

17:00 Interpersonal communication and non-violent communication 

18:30 Reflection groups 

19:00 Dinner 

Friday, 29 June 2018– Dialogue 
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09:15 Presentation of the day’s programme and warming up 

09:45 Communication and dialogue 

11:00 Break 

11:30 Dialogue 

13:00 Lunch 

14:30 Dialogue (continued) 

15:15 Short break 

15:30 Dialogue (continued) 

16:00 Break 

16:30 Dialogue (concl.) 

18:00 Debriefing of the Dialogue sessions: Space for group reflection Reflection groups 

19:00 Dinner 

20:30 Self-organised social time at EYCB 

Saturday, 30 June 2018– Reconciliation and free time 10:00 Conclusions after the Dialogue Day 

Reconciliation and Healing 

13:00 Self-organised lunch 

14:00 Free time 

19:00 Boat trip and dinner 

Sunday, 1 July 2018 – Human Rights and Peacebuilding 09:15 Presentation of the day’s programme and 

warming up 

09:30 Human Rights and Human Rights Education as a framework for peacebuilding 

11:00 Break 

11:30  Peacebuilding and the Council of Europe 

The work of the Directorate of Political Affairs (tbc) 

13:00 Lunch 

14.30  Tools and ideas for peacebuilding in action 



 ECMI- Working Paper # 110 

 

54 | P a g e  

 

                                                                                                                                                                           

16:00 Break 

16:30 Peacebuilding in practice - sharing good examples and personal stories 

18:00 Reflection groups 

19.00  Dinner 

20:30 Evening programme – Take action for peace 

Monday, 2 July 2018 – Action day 

09:15 Presentation of the day’s programme and warming up 

09:30 How to take action for peace – Me as a peacebuilder 

11:00 Break 

11:30 Introduction to opportunities by the Council of Europe, including the European Youth Foundation 

13:00 Lunch 

14:30 Collecting ideas for follow up (individual and group work) 

16:00 Break 

16.30  How to take action – criteria, directions and methodologies for follow up 

19:00 Dinner 

Tuesday, 3 July 2018 - Follow-up, Evaluation and Closing 

09:15 Presentation of the day’s programme and warming up 

09:30 Presentation on using the United Nations Security Council adopted resolution 2250 on Youth, 

Peace and Security by Gizem Kilinc, Leading coordinator, UNOY Peacebuilders/Member of the Advisory 

Council on Youth, Council of Europe 

Planning follow up 

11:00 Break 

11:30 Presentation of follow up ideas and feedback - expressing commitments and needs towards Youth 

Department 

13:00 Lunch 

14:30 Evaluation of the camp 

15:15 Official closing of the Youth Peace Camp, with 
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Gizem Kilinc, Leading coordinator, UNOY Peacebuilders/Member of the Advisory Council on Youth, 

Council of Europe 

Antje Rothemund, Head of the Youth Department 16:00 Free time 

20:00 Barbecue Dinner and farewell party 

Wednesday, 4 July 2018 

Departure of Participants. 

VII. Charts 

Chart 1.1            Chart 1.2 
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VIII. Tables 

Table 1.1  

The change in perception of the other before and after the Youth Peace Camp 

 Very 

negative 

Mostly 

negative 

Neutral Mostly 

positive 

Very 

positive 

Perception 

of the “other 

side” before 

the YPC 

 

 

0% 

 

 

25,8% 

 

 

45,2% 

 

 

16,1% 

 

 

12,9% 

Perception 

of the “other 

side” now 

 

0% 

 

3,2% 

 

35,5% 

 

45,2% 

 

16,1% 

 

Table 1.2 

UNDP Kosovo, 2012, Perception on Transitional Justice 2012, page 56.  
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Table 1.3 

PRIO, 2017, Trends in Armed Conflict, 1946-2016 

 

IX. Photos and Pictures 

Photo 1.1 

Ethnic Composition of Kosovo 2011, by Cadastre Settlement 
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Picture 1.2. 

Three levels of leadership by John Paul Lederach. 

 

 

Photo 1.3 

Serbs and Albanian from Kosovo at Youth Peace Camp 2018 hugging each other during the 

reconciliation session (Photo by educational team of YPC) 
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