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Social Ritualsand Collective Expression of Emotion after a Collective Trauma:

Participation in Gacaca and Assimilation of the Rwandan Genocide.

This chapter aims to examine how far collectiveal$ instigated at a socio-political level are
able to modify the social attitudes that prevaipapulations following conflict, violations of
human rights, or massacres. This examination rehesvo studies conducted in the
framework of the Truth and Reconciliation procedina was developed in the post-genocide
era in Rwanda, under the name of "Gacaca" (proremigetchatchd. First, we briefly recall
what a Truth and Reconciliation procedure represeamd describe the situation facing
Rwanda after the 1994 genocide. Next, we discuessitpected effects of Truth and
Reconciliation procedures and examine a theoraticalel we have adopted in this regard.
Finally, we consider the findings from studies desd to test this model.
Truth and Reconciliation procedures

Truth and Reconciliation procedures are a pogolalrfor transitioning to peace in the
aftermath of a civil war or oppressive regimeshaligh they have gone by many different
names, since 1974 at least 25 official Truth anddReiliation commissions have been
established around the world (Freeman, Priscill&dda§ner, 2003). These represent
temporary, non-judicial institutions empowered by state that provide a safe and impartial
forum in which victims, offenders and other comnmyumnembers can actively participate.
Conflicting parties are expected to hear each @lgelevance and suffering. A primary
purpose of such procedures is to help establistrukie about the past. Historical accounting
via truth telling and confronting the past is bedid to contribute to reconciliation by granting
victims with public acknowledgement of their paiy, preventing offenders to take the path
of denial, and by offering future generations tpeartunity to understand and learn from the
past (Huyse, 2003; see Paez & Liu, 2010 for a dsion of the role of collective memory in
overcoming conflicts). Further, Truth and Recomtitin procedures are hoped to promote
understanding, and to build up empathy betweeretiM® were former enemies. This latter
perspective was at the focus of our investigations.
Rwanda and Gacaca

In Rwanda, it is estimated that between April anly 1994, more than 800 000 Tutsis
were killed in a genocide. Additionally, tens obtisands Hutus were killed during the same
period for being too moderate or too sympatheti€utsis. Although much of the state and

the economy were subsequently rebuilt, the emadtiwerans still lingered in Rwandese



society. A complex emotional climate prevailed itwitag feelings of anger, resentment,
shame, sadness, and distrust.

In this context, achieving justice and reconcitatrepresented a particularly critical
challenge. Some 130 000 persons accused of patimipin the genocide were imprisoned.
No regular justice system could face such largebars To deal with this challenge, a
traditional Rwandan community-based conflict resolusystem calleGacacawas adapted
for judging all those accused of participationhe genocide. This moderniz&hcaca
constituted an unprecedented socio-legal experirbeth in terms of its size and its scope.
Gacaca tribunals were composed of persons of ibyegjected by the inhabitants of cells,
sectors, districts, and provinces throughout thentry. Prisoners were brought before the
tribunal in the community where they had allegediynmitted a crime. In their presence, in
the spirit of Truth and Reconciliation proceduras,vivors and the entire community
discussed the alleged acts, providing testimonycanthter-testimony. Prisoners who
confessed before the proceedings could benefit ingportant reductions in sentences.
Truth and Reconciliation procedures. Do they heal the past?

In a Truth and Reconciliation procedure, pastriratic events are recalled, sufferings
are verbalized, and related emotions are exprebseddian psychology has promoted the
view that dealing with repressed pain and willihg truth out is instrumental in restoring
psychological health. Theologists have also expeessnilar ideas in the domain of moral
healing. In line with such perspectives, it is iydassumed that simply giving victims and
witnesses a chance to tell their stories to amiafftommission should bring them healing
(e.g., Hayner, 2001; Herman, 1992). This linkagexgfression, truth telling, and healing was
particularly explicit in the South African "Trutd Reconciliation Commission” (TRC) with
the abundant use of slogans such as "Revealirggpity”. This considerably strengthened
the assumption that truth telling is healing #merebyleads to reconciliation. The
international interest and attention this commisstimulated led to the expectation that truth
commissions all over the world would be equallylimggfor both the individual and the
social body (Lund, 2003; Minow, 1998).

However, claims linking the expression of pastdeexls, healing, and reconciliation
have also elicited important criticisms. Ignatigf®96) pointed that collectivities are not
homologous with the individual mind, thus stresdimat concepts borrowed from Freudian
psychology were not appropriate for predicting wiliatild happen in a society. Mendeloff
(2004) insisted that claims about the beneficidhath telling, reconciliation and peace relied

on flawed assumptions and faith rather than on Boapievidence. Indeed, efforts to assess



the assumed effects of truth and reconciliatiorc@dores on the psychological health of
individuals and society as a whole are still swipgly scarce. In the first published study,
Kaminer, Stein, Mbanga and Zungu-Dirwayi (2001) paned three groups of victims of
human right violations who had either testifiecatublic hearing of the TRC, or given a
closed statement to a statement taker, or neifttbiese two options. This comparison
revealed no significant differences between theseps in terms of psychiatric diagnosis or
forgiveness attitudes. Negative, rather than mearetytral, effects of participation in Truth
and Reconciliation processes have also been igghtFor example, Byrne (2004) observed
that for 80 percent of 30 South African survivorsoahad testified in the TRC, testifying
represented a painful and disempowering experieSioglarly, Bronéus (2008) compared
1200 adults who were witnesses in the Gacaca tewiimesses and found the former to
manifest higher levels of depression and posttraigreress disorder.

Thus, the rare empirical evidence that is avadlabldate has failed to support the
assumption that truth telling is straightforwartigaling. At best, no effect has been found. At
worst, witnessing in a truth commission led torettnatization. This presents a risk that the
enthusiasm which spread truth commissions to pmsfiict societies across the world may
dissolve in the future—together with the hopes thase ideas have awoken.

A psychosocial perspective on Truth and Reconciliation procedures

Instead of a straightforwardly healing view on Trand Reconciliation procedures,
we have adopted a psycho-social perspective thigisban a classic model of the effects of
participation in collective rituals (Collins, 200Raez, Rimé, & Basabe, 2005). This model
was proposed by Durkheim (1912) in his book tiflée Elementary Forms of Religious Life.
Durkheim’s model stressed that collective eventsueh as commemorations, celebrations,
feasts, and demonstrations — generally involvestimelltaneous presence of group symbols
(e.g., flags, emblems) and of participants' colecexpressions (e.g., singing, yelling, telling
words or sentences, shared movements, music ace)d&oth aptly awaken the latent social
dimension of every human being. Particularly cdntrd@urkheim's view was that in such
contexts, individual consciousnesses echo one andtfhen a common emotional event is
recalled collectively, any expression of emotionrmjividual participants vividly elicits
analogous feelings in the people around them swathatreciprocal stimulation of emotion
follows.

Consistent with this perspective, recent reseaodifirens that emotions elicit a social
sharing process. Indeed, it has been demonstizethe experience of an emotion

systematically leads the subject to talk about émabtion, which in turn arouses emotions



among listeners (for a review, Rimé, 2009). Theeeigmce of these emotions, their public
expression and their social sharing all concurepagate similar emotional feelings in the
audience and to stimulate further emotional expoas#\s a result, the various emotions
attached to the commemorated episode are interesdiivated among all ritual participants.
Such a circular process favors the developmentstdte of emotional communion in the
group. Feelings of group belongingness and sooi@ensus become set at the foreground of
participants' representations. Consequently, thens@ of the individual self is lowered and
collective identity is enhanced such that partiotpaend up experiencing feelings of unity and
of similarity: "we are all one". Durkheim thus catered emotional communion e tool
through which social rituals reconstruct particiizanollective identity.

Two testable predictions relevant to effects of Téd@ be derived from this model.
First, and at odds with popular claims linking erooal expression to healing, Durkheim's
reasoning predicts that taking part in a collecéwsotional event would reactivate emotional
upset among all participants. Due to strong mutnabtional stimulation in the collective
process, negative emotions should be increaseerrditiin decreased after participation. The
second prediction resulting from Durkheim's moagjards social variables. Specifically,
participation in a collective ritual should enhampegticipants' perceived social cohesion and
feelings of group belonging. When the specific msgof a collective ritual is reconciliation,
as is the case in Truth and Reconciliation procesitsuch effects would of course be
particularly suitable.
Overview of our first investigation

In a preliminary examination of these ideas, Kamyaa, Rimé, Philippot, & Yzerbyt
(2007) tested the impact of Gacaca tribunals ontiem® (Prediction 1) and on social
variables (Prediction 2). Fifty survivors of the9#9genocide in Rwanda and 50 prisoners
accused of being responsible of genocidal acts teistpquestionnaires 45 days before and
45 days after their participation in a Gacaca.tiiélle questionnaires assessed both emotional
and social variables. For emotional variables redpats rated first the extent to which they
presently felt basic emotions such as sadness,deger, disgust, anxiety, and shame with
regard to the genocide. Next, they rated the ematidimate reigning in their community, a
variable reflecting the type of emotional relatibips (e.g., distrust, solidarity, mutual
confidence, anxiety) prevailing between membenhefsociety (de Rivera & Paez, 2007).
Based upon Durkheim's theory, we predicted thatrentmth survivors and prisoners,
participation to the Gacaca would arouse negativetions and would impact negatively on

the emotional climate they perceive in their sgci€onversely, the social variables were



essentially intended to assess social integrafimstly, participants rated how much they
endorsed negative stereotypes of the "out-grou.,(how survivors perceived prisoners as a
group and vice versa). Secondly, respondents rededmuch they viewed out-group
members as similar to one another. The latter nmeasnt reflects prior research on
stereotyping and intergroup relations which denmatess that one signature of intergroup
prejudice is to consider out-groups as homogengthusy are all alike") and to view

members of an out-group as more similar to onehemdhan are in-group members (Yzerbyt,
Judd & Corneille, 2004). In line with Durkheimsew that participation in collective rituals
should enhance social integration, we thus expebtedoarticipation in Gacaca would impact
upon intergroup perception in the form of (1) au&ten of the negative stereotypes survivors
and prisoners held toward each other, and (2) @ctexh in the perceived homogeneity of
out-group members.

The data collected for our emotional variableseded that, with the exception of
anger (which decreased among prisoners and remsiaklé among survivors), all the other
negative emotions (e.g., sadness, fear, anxietsg warkedly enhanced after participation in
the Gacaca, especially among survivors. With radpete perceived emotional climate, as
was expected given the reactivation of negative aras of extreme inter-group conflict, the
emotional climate was rated as more negative #feeGGacaca compared to before. This
decline was steeper for survivors than it was faagmers. Thus, the various observations for
emotional variables reflected the emotional reatibn effects predicted by Durkheim's
model.

As for the social variables, before the Gacacaigors held more stereotyped views
of prisoners than the other way round. Howevelinm with the predictions, negative
stereotypes toward the other group markedly deedeafter the Gacaca, both among
survivors and among prisoners. This effect wasqaarly pronounced for stereotypes held
by survivors about the prisoners. With respectaiw@ived out-group homogeneity, the data
confirmed a marked reduction of perceived out-greinplarity after the Gacaca, both in the
survivor and the prisoner samples. Thus, the re$oittboth indices of social cohesion were
also fully supportive of Durkheim’s hypothesis. Wdugh it was emotionally intense, the
social ritual of Gacaca increased social cohedsideaat in two ways: by lessening the
negative stereotypes attributed to the out-groupmreducing the perceived similarity
attached to out-group members. Such a double e##etts the creation of a psycho-social

context in which prejudice is less likely to takaqe.



In sum, the results of this first study broughtwe sets of facts supporting the
predictions from Durkheim's model. On the one hanadticipation in this collective ritual
was predictive of enhanced negative emotions. @mther hand, participation also predicted
positive effects under the form of enhanced saotagration.

Pur poses of the second investigation

An obvious limitation of our first study was thesaince of control groups of participants
not yet exposed to Gacaca. This limits our abibitgtate conclusively that the observed
effects were attributable to participation in thec@ca rather than the mere passage of time,
for example. In addition, while our first investtga shows that Durkheim’s model can be
applied to collective rituals that involve partiaigs from distinct groups (i.e., victims and
perpetrators) rather than a single social categeeyalso wanted to delve deeper into the
processes that may occur in collective rituals #natframed by an intergroup context. In our
second investigation, data were collected on laegeples between February and April 2006
in four of the five Rwandan Provinces (Rimé, Karyara, Yzerbyt, & Paez, 2011). Victims
and perpetrators belonged either to an experimental a control group. In contrast to
experimental participants, control participants edrom a neighborhood where no Gacaca
trial had yet taken place and where no such tra laeing planned within the next year. Also,
control participants had not taken part in any othacaca trial outside of their neighborhood.
Both experimental and control participants respdrtgace, once before and once after the
Gacaca trial that took place for the experimengatipipants. The two sets of ratings were
collected within a period of 10 weeks. In total5f&rsons took part in the study. The
experimental group comprised 384 participants abmwl200 were victims and 184 were
perpetrators. The control group involved 371 pgréints of whom 195 were victims and 176
were perpetrators.

Measurements included in this second study inteiitetb verify previously observed
emotional arousal and social integration effect&ataca in reference to appropriate control
data and (2) to further explore the applicabilityparkheim's model to an intergroup context.
Our examination of this second issue was guideNdyler and Shnabel's (2008) needs-based
model of reconciliation (see Shnabel & Noor, thiduvne). Briefly, this theory predicts that
the experience of conflict results in distinct nreadhong victims and perpetrators. On the one
side, victims having been helpless targets of micdenow suffer a threat to their identity as
powerful actors in the community. On the other spkrpetrators, who formerly were
powerful actors, suffer a threat to their morahiity. Consequently, in a process of

reconciliation, victims need to receive messagesngiowerment and to recover some level



of control whereas perpetrators in need to receigssages of social acceptance and to regain
a positive image of themselves (Nadler & Liviata@06). Perpetrators' apologies contribute

to this dynamic: “By apologizing, you take the steaof your offense and redirect it to
yourself" (Lazare, 2004, p. 52).

Along these lines, we expected Gacaca to inducexbleange of complementary
emotions, consistent with the needs-based modeliimeasurements, we therefore
distinguished between a variety of basic emoti@thérer & Tran, 2001), including (1)
resignation emotions (i.e., sadness, fear and gnx{€) moral emotions (e.g., shame) and (3)
hostile emotions (i.e., anger and disgust). We firedicted that participation in Gacaca
would enhance resignation emotions in both victmg prisoners whereas no change was
expected among control respondents. Second, wetexpan exchange in levels of shame
between victims and prisoners: participation in &acwould reduce shame among victims
and enhance it among perpetrators. Third, as bastilotions (anger and disgust) are strongly
felt and expressed by persons who hold power (KelnLerner, 2010), we predicted the
exchange of power resulting from participation tm&t anger and disgust among victims and
a reduction of these among perpetrators.

In addition to these emotional variables, sociaialdes similar to those used in the
first study were also included in this second drieey comprised ratings of (1) positive
emotional climate, an emotional index which aldtects social cohesion, (2) positive
stereotypes about the out-group (which is the savef the variable used in the first study),
(3) perceptions of out-group homogeneity (as asskissthe first study), and (4) in-group
self-categorization, which provides a negative indesocial integration.

Second investigation: Findings and comments

With respect to emotional effects of participatiorGacaca, our findings fully
supported the predictions of the model. Both vistand perpetrators who participated in the
Gacaca manifested a considerable increase inra# thesignation" emotions (fear, sadness
and anxiety) in the period which followed their fi@pation (see Fig. 1a). These findings are
in perfect agreement with the rare pieces of emglievidence about consequences of Truth
and Reconciliation procedures (Brounéus, 2008; 8y2004; Kaminer et al., 2001). Scarce
as it is, the available research unanimously pamgssurge of negative emotions among
victims and/or witnesses after their participatibhe unanimous view thus runs against a
"cathartic” or discharge perspective of the exposssf emotion in social context. It therefore
seems untrue that the mere expression of emoticagollective situation has

straightforwardly healing effects. This messagal$® consistent with the findings emerging



from the research on the emotional expression lestwedividuals (Kennedy-Moore &
Watson, 1999; Rimé, 2009).

At the same time, the emotional effects from Gacacely supported predictions from
the complementary needs models of reconciliati@zélce, 2004; Nadler & Liviatan, 2006;
Nadler & Shnabel, 2008). Consistent with a vievsaicaca as an apologetic and restorative
justice ritual, shame was decreased among victihsparticipated. It thus appeared that
participation contributed to restore their selfeesh and dignity. Among perpetrators, as
predicted participation in Gacaca resulted in @angase of shame, an effect likely to reflect
their internalization of social control (see Fig).1Finally, the empowerment of victims by
participation in Gacaca was evidenced by theirtiteiged level of hostile emotions (disgust,
anger), with a particularly dramatic increase igem(Fig. 1c and 1d). Among perpetrators,
there was also a reduction of levels of hostile wng, particularly disgust, suggesting that
perpetrators had moved symbolically in the oppadiitection (Fig. 1d).

The results from our psychosocial variables sugglttie view that participation in
the Gacaca ritual enhanced the social cohesidmeskttwo groups, groups which in the past
had been opposed to one another in the most damatiner. After participation, the
improvement in the intergroup relationship was rfested for both groups in a reliable
manner across three of the four indicators includetle study. First, participation in a
Gacaca was found to strengthen participants' gdifrition in “non-ethnic” terms. These
results suggest that rituals involving collectiveational expressions and the recognition of
past collective misdeeds can contribute to thexinedpof intergroup boundaries and
distinctions (e.g., those based on ethnic dividgésgond, in line with Durkheim’s insights and
congruent with the decategorization and direct@aciniodel of prejudice reduction
(Pettigrew, 1998), participation in Gacaca favaaguersonalization or individuated
perception of members of the out-group. Perceitlregout-group as being homogeneous
amounts to denying individual and personal charsties to out-group members and reduces
them to a mere instantiation of their categorysthustaining prejudice and hostile social
relations. Third, both among victims and prisongesticipants generally expressed more
positive stereotypes of out-group members duriegsdtond wave of data collection. This
confirmed that an important ingredient of intergsaaconciliation and a supposed effect of
restorative and expiation rituals is a changeenesttypes.

Finally, Durkheim's model led us to expect thatehsotional climate would be
perceived as more positive and involving more cameafter the Gacaca than before. This

hypothesis was supported for perpetrators butaroti€tims. It is likely that by the end of the
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trial, the cost of participation appeared muchtigtior perpetrators than for victims. For
perpetrators, these trials meant the end of astatg of uncertainty about their fate as well as
their possible reintegration in the community (Kangara et al., 2007; Mullet, Nann, Kadima
Kandiangandu, Neto, & Pinto, 2010; Staub, Pearl&a¥jller, 2003). Among victims, prior

to Gacaca participants rated the emotional climaiee positively than controls, presumably
because of their positive expectations. After Gactus gap between participants and
controls remained, however it was reduced. Conéttort with perpetrators very likely
triggered reliving past traumas and victims’ idigapectations might have exceeded what the
experience actually provided (Staub et al., 2088)he same time, despite the decrease, the
emotional climate continued to be seen as mordipe@simong victim participants than
among their controls, suggesting that the hopegated among victims before the Gacacas
did not entirely vanish with the trial.

Concluding comments

The South African Truth and Reconciliation Comnosspopularized and idealistic
view of transitional justice procedures as beingatde of healing individual wounds and
facilitating national reconciliation. But do Truéimd Reconciliation really have such healing
power? As is generally the case, the empiricalistudescribed in this chapter bring complex
answers to this simple question. First of all, riésults of our two investigations clearly run
against a "cathartic" or discharge perspectivéefaxpression of emotion in social context.
Simply talking out emotions and past sufferinga icollective situation does not ameliorate
the expressed emotions and sufferings. Insteask@ected by Durkheim's model,
participation in Gacaca systematically provoked saméwed feelings of sadness, anger, and
fear among participants of both sides. Howevegrafal observation of participants'
responses manifested further emotional changedglireetion that differed according to
participants groups, thus revealing that the cbolleconfrontational process did not simply
result in an indiscriminate enhancement of negdeeéngs.

On the one hand, as predicted by the complementgs models of reconciliation,
shame was decreased among victims and increasetygrisoners. These results suggested
that a restoration of self-esteem and dignity o@mim the former, whereas an internalization
of social control happened in the latter. On theeohand, consistent with the view that a
reconciliation of victims and perpetrator shoulgicainvolve a symbolic exchange in power,
Gacaca was found to have induced a heighteneddéwelstile emotions among victims,
whereas a trend in the opposite direction was el for prisoners. Such findings suggest

that the Truth and Reconciliation procedure yielda&empowerment of victims and a
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corresponding reduction of power among perpetralargether, these results highlight the
important dynamic consequences of Gacaca for tltienal feelings of the two parties
involved.

According to Bloomfield (2003), Truth and Recoratilon procedures are not
expected to provide reconciliation as such. Rathesy provide a series of ingredients that
pave the way to reconciliation. This is exactly wtan be expected from the complementary
changes in emotional feelings observed in our sgestudy among victims and prisoners as a
result of their participation in the Gacaca proc&somfield added that a crucial element
toward reconciliation lies in whether participaimgshe procedure question the attitudes and
negative stereotypes that were developed abouettamy" during the conflict. The results of
the studies described in this chapter offered emadéhat such preconditions to successful
reconciliation were met in the Gacaca processa#t eonsistently observed that participation
in Gacaca reduced negative stereotypes about thgrawp, enhanced positive stereotypes
about them, strengthened participants' self-déimiin non-ethnic terms, and favored an
individuated perception of members of the out-grolthus, although it is important to be
mindful of the risks entailed in the reactivatinggative emotions, our findings also show that
Gacaca can bring about positive changes that nyayéafoundations for a process of
reconciliation in Rwanda.

A final question also arises as to whether thetpreseffects observed among the
Gacaca participants are likely to extend to the Rlgae society as a whole. Data from a
survey of 3700 South Africans conducted by Gibl04) suggest a positive answer. The
survey provided empirical evidence that the Trutth Reconciliation Commission’s “truth”
was fairly widely accepted by South Africans ofraltes, that some degree of reconciliation
characterizes South Africa today, and that theectite memory produced by the TRC
process did indeed contribute to reconciliationug;hn spite of the cost transitional justice
rituals involve in terms of negative emotions aredcgived social climate for participants,
they do seem to pave the way to social integratimhto intergroup reconciliation. The
findings of Gibson's (2004) large attitude survegaucted in South Africa are consistent
with the results obtained from the present quapeerental research conducted in Rwanda.
It will be the role of future studies to determimaw far emotions and attitudes of members of
the two parties directly involved in Gacaca refleiader societal evolutions and how far

their social interactions reflect some degree tdaaeconciliation.
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Fig. 1 Level of basic emotions before and after &acamong victims who took part in
Gacaca (N = 200), control victims (N = 184), prisye who participated in Gacaca (N =
195) and control prisoners N = 176). Fig. la illeestes for fear the reactivation of
"resignation” emotions (fear, sadness, anxietyuemgsfrom participation. Fig. 1b depicts the
exchange of shame among victims and prisoners Gétieaca. In Fig. 1c and d, the increase
in victims' level of hostile emotions (anger, dstyafter Gacaca reveals their empowerment
resulting from the collective process. In additiéing 1d shows that prisoners have moved in
the opposite direction. The stability of figuresttoe control groups ensures the validity of
observed changes among Gacaca participants.



