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Message from the Section Chair
As I reflect back over my two years as Chair of the section, I have witnessed a positive change within academia regarding restorative justice. More young people have become involved in this movement.  I have seen students getting involved with programs and more young people as practitioners;  however, there is one social/political area that I believe could benefit from restorative practices.  It is the area of race relations.  I was told by one of the wise men (Dr. Gordon Bazemore) of restorative justice, that “restorative and community justice was tailor made to deal with disproportionate minority contact.”   He is right.  I know that members of the section and others have been actively engaged in trying to improve race relations.  As many of you know, one year ago I left the University of Toledo to become Dean at Southeast Missouri State University, a university just two hours south of Ferguson, Missouri.  As we move into the next two years, let us remember that our work in this area is needed.  

In closing, I look forward to working with Joanne over the next two years.  I would also like to thank everyone for your work and support over the past two years.

Morris “Dr. J.” Jenkins
***

R & CJ Section News & Notes

Mary Ellen Reimund, Section Secretary
2014 Annual Section Meeting in Philadelphia Summary
The fifth meeting of the section on Restorative and Community Justice was held on February 20, 2014 at the ACJS Annual Meeting in Philadelphia.  Seventeen section members attended the meeting.

The section minutes and budget were approved.   After expenses for the ACJS Breakfast, our publication Dialogue stipend, and money designated for logo design, $1,150 was left in the budget for carry over.  The section secretary, Mary Ellen Reimund, was re-appointed.

The term of the section chairperson, Morris Jenkins, ends at the March 2015 ACJS Conference.  Vice Chairperson, Joanne Katz, will become the chairperson at that time. Through a section election in 2013, the section amended their constitution to allow for staggered terms of executive counselors.  This change will be implemented with the next election. The current executive counselors are Andrew Fulkerson, Linda Keena, and Nick Jones.  Their term ends in March 2015 at the ACJS Conference.

Members were reminded that a full slate of counselors would be up for election in 2015.  It was suggested that the committee organize in the fall by opening up the nomination process in October with voting then completed by December.  We had run into problems last time because the membership rolls over annually the end of December.  So it is better to have election in the 2014 membership year rather than waiting until 2015 when there are fewer people who have renewed their section dues for the new year, and it takes more time for the 2015 membership list to be compiled by ACJS.

Eric Lambert agreed to continue as chair of the election committee.  Joanne Katz and Oko Elechi volunteered to be on the committee.

There was discussion about working on a website and being on Facebook.  Joanne said that we could link our content with ACJS.  Duane Heffelbower agreed to administer our web site and Facebook.  He needs people to get him information.   

Section members also talked about using Facebook, LinkedIn, and Twitter to create excitement.  Jordan Notwotny had some ideas on how to do this and would be willing to assist the section. Mike Gilbert updated the group on the National Association of Community and Restorative Justice.  He gave members the discount code if they want to join the organization and encouraged current members to renew their memberships.  He invited members to the 2015 Conference which takes place from June 1-3 in Ft. Lauderdale, Florida.  Keynote speakers already lined up are Jeremy Travis, Dominic Barter, and Cornel West.
In planning for 2014-2015, section members were encouraged to seek out potential members for the section and to encourage more participation of youth and minorities. It was suggested that members fan out and promote our section to the other sections of ACJS such as Victimology, Women and Minorities, and Critical Criminology.

There was discussion about the need to recruit more students to the section and also to reach out to minorities to become involved.  It was a goal to develop a strategy to move forward and reach out to these groups.

There was discussion about how the section could have more impact on ACJS Policy.  Some ideas were for someone from the section to get on the board.  We also discussed about getting someone from the section in place as the Restorative Justice contact person for presentation topics for the annual meeting in 2016. The last two years the person who has been reviewing the presentations for that topic has not been a section member.

The meeting concluded with each member talking about what research and writing they had conducted and their community outreach activities. 

The following panels and roundtables were presented at ACJS 2014.

PANEL: RESTORATIVE JUSTICE: ENHANCED MODELS FOR COMMUNITY AND JUVENILE 
JUSTICE 

Chair: Michael Gilbert, University of Texas at San Antonio 

RESTORATIVE COMMUNITY JUSTICE: A HYBRID FOR THE 21ST CENTURY 

Michael J. Gilbert, University of Texas at San Antonio 

UNDERSTANDING RESTORATIVE MODELS OF JUVENILE JUSTICE: CASE STUDY FINDINGS 

FROM A VICTIM-OFFENDER CONFERENCING PROGRAM 

Timothy J. Holler, University of Pittsburgh at Greensburg 

RESTORATIVE JUSTICE RESPONSES TO JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 

Martha Anne Gallien, Prairie View A&M University; Oko Elechi, Mississippi Valley State 

University

ROUNDTABLE: GROWING RESTORATIVE JUSTICE: THE ROLE OF THE NATIONAL 

ASSOCIATION OF COMMUNITY AND RESTORATIVE JUSTICE (NACRJ) 

 Moderator: Joanne Katz, Missouri Western State University 

Discussants: Michael Gilbert, University of Texas at San Antonio; Marilyn Armour, University of 

Texas at Austin; Morris Jenkins, Southeast Missouri State University

LEVER PULLING AND RESTORATIVE JUSTICE: A LEAP OF FAITH FOR LEGITIMACY 

Brian Schaefer, University of Louisville; Tad Hughes, University of Louisville

INDICATIONS OF POTENTIAL SUPPORT FOR RESTORATIVE JUSTICE USING PRE- AND POST-TEST MEASURES IN DRUNK-DRIVING VIGNETTES

Megan Stubbs-Richardson, Mississippi State University

PANEL: INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVES IN RESTORATIVE JUSTICE 

Chair: Nicholas A. Jones, University of Regina 

POLICE OFFICERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF ‘JUSTICE PARADIGMS’: AN INTERNATIONAL 

COMPARISON 

Nicholas A. Jones, University of Regina; Joanne Katz, Missouri Western State University; 

Krystal Glowatski, University of Regina 

UNIVERSITY PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF RESTORATIVE JUSTICE 

CONCEPTS 

Lana Adelaide McDowell, Georgia College 

RESTORATIVE JUSTICE PERSPECTIVES IN AFRICAN CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

Festus Obi, Texas Southern University; Oko Elechi, Mississippi Valley State University 

CRIMINAL RECONCILIATION

 IN THE CHINESE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

Wei Pei, Erasmus Law School of Erasmus University, Rotterdam

PANEL: EVALUATIONS OF INNOVATIVE RESTORATIVE JUSTICE MODELS 

Chair: Anthony McBride, Western Illinois University 

PREVENTION AND INTERVENTION: A PILOT STUDY EXPLORING THE USEFULNESS OF 

FORGIVENESS EDUCATION WITH AT RISK YOUTH 

Anthony McBride, Western Illinois University; Maureen P. Bezold, Western Illinois University 

RESTORATIVE JUSTICE AND ALTERNATIVES TO JUVENILE DETENTION: A PROCESS 

EVALUATION OF THE JUVENILE DETENTION ALTERNATIVES 

John Untereinner, Southeast Missouri State University; Andrew Fulkerson, Southeast Missouri 

State University 

IMPLEMENTATION OF RESTORATIVE JUSTICE IN THE U.S. CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

Ifeoma Evelyn Okoye, Texas Southern University; Ngozi Justina Ihe, Texas Southern University
***

Building a More Just Society: A Vision for the Future
Michael J. Gilbert, Ph. D.

Speech to the Section on Restorative and Community Justice, ACJS

Feb. 20, 2014


I would like to talk about a vision for the future, the formation of the Section and its future, the formation of the National Association of Community and Restorative Justice, and the role of these organizational structures in realizing that vision.  Finally, I want to lay out a set of challenges we must address if we are to realize our shared vision of a more just society.

A Vision for the Future

Traditional justice systems, based on the logic of deterrence, law enforcement, legal processes, and formal sanctions for criminal conduct, are increasingly recognized by all sides of the political spectrum as being largely ineffective in producing either public safety or justice.  Furthermore, they are very costly in both fiscal and social terms and are ideologically rather than evidence based.  The adverse impacts of traditional justice systems have been widely documented in books like The New Jim Crow: Mass Incarceration in the Age of Colorblindness by Michelle Alexander (2010) and many others.  Our nearly total reliance on traditional justice systems is now widely understood as unsustainable, financially and socially.  Given the differential impacts by race, ethnicity, and class continued such dependency may also be morally indefensible.  


Justice for the 21st century must do more than arrest and punish offenders.  It must also prevent crimes, heal victims, promote earned redemption, and address injustices and inequalities.  It must also operate across all levels of society from the micro level of the individual, meso level of institutions, and the macro level of social structure.  Given the unsustainable and indefensible nature of current justice systems, it seems likely that over the 20-50 years our reliance on traditional enforcement oriented justice systems will gradually fade back to a point where they are used as the option of last resort.  While, on the other hand, non-traditional relational justice practices will gradually come forward.  These will include restorative justice, community justice, and the hybrid “restorative community justice.”  Relational forms of justice will likely become options of first choice when dealing with incivilities, crime, institutional injustice, and structural inequalities.  The primary goals are to repair harms and prevent future harms.  Such approaches will be applied broadly in our schools, workplaces, neighborhoods, and communities and more generally in our lives as an underlying philosophy of justice that guides our lives and our interactions toward “right relationships”.  Stated differently, among First Nations Indigenous People this might be referred to as a “life way” that guides people to live together in a “good way”.  These elements are the building blocks of safer neighborhoods, more livable communities, and a more just society.

Section on Restorative and Community Justice

At least for me, the realization of this vision began with the planning of the 2007 National Conference on Restorative Justice when a member of the committee asked, “Why don’t we have an organization to advocate for relational justice and support practitioners.”  


At that time the answer to that question was the creation of the Section for Restorative and Community Justice within ACJS.  I led that effort, and the section was formed in 2008.  Its primary goals were to facilitate networking, provide information, and ensure the panels and presentations on community and restorative justice was strongly represented at ACJS conferences.  

Once established, I served as the provisional Chair for the Section (2008-2009) and as Chair (2009-2011).  Subsequent Chairs were Gordon Bazemore (2011-2013) and Morris Jenkins (2013-2015).  The next Chair will be my good friend, Joanne Katz (2015-2017).  


We have come a long way since those early days. The Section membership has grown nicely and the prevalence of panels and presentations related to restorative and community justice topics at ACJS conferences has increased.

National Association of Community and Restorative Justice


Since 2007, there have been three subsequent National Conferences on Restorative Justice (2009, 2011, 2013), but these were organized and conducted by dedicated individuals working with their universities (Schreiner University, University of Texas at San Antonio, Campbell University, and University of Toledo).  In those early years, we were “just making it happen.” There was no organizational home or support for the conference.  


At a dinner meeting during the 2013 National Conference in Raleigh, NC, members of the organizing committee decided that we would form a new national association as the parent organization for the National Conference.  I was asked to lead that effort as the “Organizing Director” for the new association.  Over the next two years, Joanne Katz, Fania Davis, Jon Powell, and I worked to develop the National Association of Community and Restorative Justice.  Its mission includes providing: (1) the organizational 

structure needed to support the National Conference on Community and Restorative Justice (formerly the National Conference on Restorative Justice); (2) advocacy for relational justice policies and practice; (3) development of support systems practitioners; (4) development of standards for evidence-based practice in community and restorative justice; (5) facilitate networking through an on-line membership directory; (6) provide easy access to information relevant to practitioners, educators, and researchers; and, (7) maintaining an accessible website offering information and resources (www.nacrj.org).  


The National Association of Community and Restorative Justice was established as an independent 501(c) (3) non-profit corporation on June 21, 2013 at a business meeting during the 4th National Conference in Toledo.  The membership grew from 0 to 300 in six months.  Our first official statement on a public policy was issued on Feb. 18, 2014 in response to proposed changes to guidelines provided by the U. S. Sentencing Commission (see http://nacrj.org/resources/public-resources/policy-statements).  We are now planning the 5th National Conference on Community and Restorative Justice for June 1-3, 2015 in Ft. Lauderdale, FL (see http://nacrj.org/conferences).  

Role of the NACRJ and ACJS Section in Realizing the Future


The NACRJ and ACJS Section on Restorative and Community Justice can play important roles in realizing the vision of a more just future described earlier.  We can use our collective voice to:

· Influence public policy by advocating broader application of relational justice through policy positions statements, letters to the editors, and speaking publicly on relevant issues.  

· Advocate for evidence-based practices that move away from unsustainable and ideologically driven traditional justice.  

· Assist our communities in addressing social problems, strengthening informal social controls, and building social capital particularly in high crime neighborhoods.  

· Promote systems and organizational changes that reduce meso-level injustices and macro-level structural inequalities.


We can also “walk the talk” in our organizations, professions and personal lives by modeling relational justice, procedural justice, and social justice for others.

Seven Challenges to be Met


If we are to realize this vision of a more just society based on broadening the application of relational justice practices there are a number of challenges we will need to meet.  These include:

1.
The creation of legislation to embed restorative and community justice in law and public policy alongside traditional justice systems.

2.
Ensuring victim involvement in restorative practices, and co-equal partnerships in community justice practices.

3.
Gaining confidence of justice system “gatekeepers” (i.e., prosecutors, victim advocates, etc.) so that they don’t discourage referrals.  This will require fidelity to theory, values, and principles of victim-centered and victim-sensitive restorative justice practices.

4.
Expanding availability of competent training in restorative and community justice practice.

5. 
Reducing power differentials, applying principles of democracy, and deference to the wisdom of those closest to problems.

6.
Reducing the huge disparities by race, ethnicity, and class by focusing on community justice and social justice.

7.
Recognition and support for well-designed research as a foundation for policy and evidence based practice.  

Conclusion


The ACJS - Section on Restorative and Community Justice and the National Association of Community and Restorative Justice provide a call to advocacy and action to achieve a more just society.  They also provide a structure to organize and support those efforts.  


The vision of a more just and equitable society can be realized if we believe it, model it, and work for it.  As we say in San Antonio – “Si Se Puede” – “Yes, We Can”.
***

The Ice House Entrepreneurship Program
Dr. Linda Keena, University of Mississippi, Dr. John Wade, Southeast Missouri State University

The Ice House Entrepreneurship Program is a twelve-week program facilitated by volunteer university professors to inmates in a pre-release unit of a maximum-security prison in Mississippi in 2013, the first time the program was delivered in a correctional setting. Findings revealed the emergent of eight-life lessons and suggested a promising approach to restorative justice and prison programming for pre-release inmates.  
Challenging pre-release inmates to change their mindset and value system through entrepreneurship education is practical and brings energy to reentry programs.   Sonfield and Barbato (1994) measured entrepreneurial propensity among prison inmates.  Entrepreneurial propensity was operationalized as: (a) a need for self-achievement, (b) a preference for avoiding unnecessary risks, (c) a desire for feedback, (d) an aspiration for personal motivation, and (e) a desire to think and plan.  Inmates’ scores were compared with slow- and fast-growth entrepreneurs and displaced (i.e., laid-off) workers.  Results indicated that inmates and fast-growth entrepreneurs were similar in entrepreneurial propensity.  Inmates, however, had a higher propensity toward entrepreneurship than displaced workers and slow-growth entrepreneurs. 

In a related study, Sonfield, Lussier and Barbato (2001) examined the aptitude of offenders and compared them to practicing entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneur managers.  Results indicated that offenders were higher in entrepreneurial aptitude than low-growth entrepreneur and managers, but were lower than high-growth entrepreneurs with respect to aptitude.  Results of a more recent study examining personality variables of offenders confirmed earlier research, suggesting offenders may have a propensity toward entrepreneurship (Lockwood et al., 2006).  As a result, the researchers called for more entrepreneurship programming in prisons. 

The Ice House Entrepreneurship Program is based on the book Who Owns the Ice House? – Eight Life-Lessons from an Unlikely Entrepreneur (Taulbert & Schoeniger, 2010).  The book chronicles eight lessons learned by Clifton Taulbert, a former sharecropper and now internationally acclaimed Pulitzer-nominated author and lecturer on the critical issues of building community.  It was his Uncle Cleve’s influence that left Taulbert with the impression that, despite his circumstances, he too could choose a different path and become a contributor to his community and the world.  While Taulbert defined the inspirations of his Uncle Cleve, Schoeniger encapsulated the entrepreneurial life lessons that can empower anyone to succeed.

The curriculum was constructed with a practical rigor and relevance such that participants could develop a sense of empowerment by identifying with the people in the book, the interviewees, and the lessons.  
The narrated chalkboard style presentations combined bullet point text, basic diagrams, and video interview segments featuring successful entrepreneurs who overcame adversity by embracing an entrepreneurial mindset.  The inmates viewed the presentations in weekly classroom sessions and, upon completion of the presentation, inmates were asked to answer a true/false lesson review.  In addition, each lesson contained a Reflection and Response assignment that was completed upon the inmates’ return to their cellblock.  Rather than discussing the key concepts as they related to the featured entrepreneurs, inmates were asked to share the application of the knowledge to their own individual circumstances.  

The emergent themes were consistent with Van Ness and Strong’s (2015) key principles of restorative justice.

Justice requires that we work to heal victims, offenders, and communities injured by crime. The participating ex-offenders believed the program helped them recognize that their crime injured victims, communities, and themselves and it allowed them to promote healing. Specifically, inmates learned that entrepreneurs are problem solvers and the secret to their success lies in their ability to identify problems and find solutions.  Upon reentry, ex-offenders expressed they were impacted by their newfound ability to recognize “opportunities”, by thinking about solving others’ problems.  They were able to see that when helping others they helped themselves.  This cognitive change potentially helps ex-offenders consider others' needs.  Furthermore, parolees believed their full time employment helped “make-up” for the adverse impact their incarceration had on their family and community.
Victims, offenders, and communities should have the opportunity for active involvement in the justice process as early and as fully as they wish.  The participants indicated that the course provided an ability to accept accountability for their actions. After being paroled, half of the participants reported they secured full-time employment after following Uncle Cleve’s advice to nurture an “internal locus of control,” or a belief that they were responsible for their own behaviors and actions.  Several explained how they quickly realized upon reentering their respective communities that they had to be the one to communicate explicit messages about their positive talents to thwart their damaging brands, or reputations.   For offenders, the acceptance of accountability is an important step in repairing harm to victims, building a prosocial value system, and strengthening the community. 

We must rethink the relative roles and responsibilities of government and community:  In promoting justice, government is responsible for preserving a just order and the community for establishing a just peace.   Participating inmates learned that entrepreneurs understand the power of positive influence and learned to surround themselves with others who have been where they intend to go.  Inmates were shown the power of positive influence (positive peer pressure), how to tap into a network of entrepreneurs and to develop a Mentoring Board of Advisors (MBA) from their community. Remembering that Uncle Cleve had taught them to avoid those who might lead them astray, they carefully avoided those with whom they had unhealthy associations prior to incarceration.  Nearly three fourths of the participants acknowledged difficulty in finding mentors and advisors who were willing to provide assistance and support.  However, each credited their MBA in securing employment.  Statements such as, “I would have never have found work without my mentor,” and “I only got the job because my mentor gave me encouragement and was willing to be a personal reference,” reflected the commonality in their recognition. 

Employment and entrepreneurship are important paths toward offender integration.  Findings revealed by the Ice House Entrepreneurship Program contribute to a holistic approach of restoring personal victims, communities, family members and offenders.  Programs embracing the entrepreneurship mentality offer further hope for achieving the vision of restorative justice.

***
Perceptions from Within: Benefits and Challenges to Using Restorative Practices in a Restorative School
Holli Vah Seliskar
Kaplan University, Assistant Academic Chair
Undergraduate & Graduate Criminal Justice & Fire Science Programs
School of Social & Behavioral Sciences 
In preparation for my dissertation research, a pilot study was conducted at a non-profit, alternative academy in Pennsylvania in May of 2013 and March of 2014.  The purpose of the study was to gain an understanding of how teachers, administrators, and students perceive and practice restorative discipline methods within their school, as well as the percei ved benefits and challenges of using a restorative justice approach.

The academy is a fully restorative school in which children in seventh through twelfth grades are referred by their ‘home school’ to come to the academy.   The total student population at the time of the study was between thirty to fifty students; however, this can change daily, depending upon student referrals, and students leaving the school to return to their ‘home school’ or another institution.  Students that are sent to this school are typically expelled or suspended from their ‘home school’, are on probation, and/or the student lives in foster care or a group home.
All students are there of their own volition, and agree to attend the school after signing an individual service plan, which must be completed within thirty days of their arrival at the school.  All students participate in the use of restorative practices.  The restorative practices used within the school are affective statements, problem solving groups, restorative conferences, proactive circles, reactive circles, conflict resolution strategies, peer mediation, and family group conferencing.

Methods

Six interviews were conducted as part of the pilot study, and included the following participants: three teachers, two restorative counselors, and the school principal. The interview questions asked the six participants about their perceptions of benefits, challenges, motivation to use restorative practices, and how restorative processes are actually implemented within the school. 

 Thirty-five hours of observation over a six day time period were completed in May of 2013, and March of 2014.  Observations included the daily aspects of life at the school, including restorative circles, problem solving groups, proactive and reactive circles, students working on the computer completing assignments, making arts and crafts projects, and writing and reading classroom exercises.  

Discussion


From the six interviews conducted, some of the identified benefits of using restorative practices were the following: 1) restorative practices permits students to change or improve their behaviors, as students learn “to deal with their issues so they can cope, be successful, and overcome some of the issues that may be disadvantages” (teacher B1, personal communication, 2013); 2) students take ownership of their actions and the actions of others through confronting one another, and by “policing their own ranks” (teacher B1, personal communication, 2013); and 3) the teachers and students work together to manage the classroom, as there is less pressure and stress on the teacher through the use of students confronting one another, and through the use of proactive circles and restorative groups.

   The benefits further included students creating their own school norms and standards, which are displayed throughout their school. This practice provides opportunities to increase student accountability, as students take greater ownership of their actions through the use of restorative language and practices within the school.  Students are given second chances or opportunities to change their behavior, and are not excluded from the school culture, as suspensions and expulsions are not used within the school.  

Restorative practices increases the ability to empathize with others, as students see the ‘human’ element of their actions and how their actions impacted others (principal, personal communication, 2013).  Additionally, restorative practices are embedded within the culture, fostering greater collaboration among teachers and staff, and teachers and students.  The principal stated: “restorative practices are everywhere, it’s in the classrooms, it’s during lunch, it’s in the hallways, it’s, you know, I mean, it’s a way of being” (personal communication, 2013).

Some of the identified challenges of using restorative practices as described within the six interviews conducted at the school are the following: 

1) Having students actively engage in restorative practices such as confronting their peers can be challenging, as this is sometimes difficult for students to do (as they have to ‘discipline’ or call out the behaviors of their peers).   

2) Having students ‘buy’ in or believe in the program and principles of restorative practices.  

3) Disruptions in class can interfere with the ability of students to learn, particularly when a restorative circle or group is needed to be used more than once during a class period.  

4) The home environment of the student can be very different from the restorative environment at school, as the principal states: “you have [students] for six hours a day here, and then they go home, and that’s not necessarily the same environment that they are in here” (personal communication, 2013).

5) The principal discussed the idea that sometimes teachers blame themselves for things going wrong, even after spending a lot of time in restorative circles or problem solving groups (personal communication, 2013).  

Conclusion


Through the use of restorative practices, students develop problem-solving and leadership skills as they lead the restorative circles or problem solving groups with students “polic[ing] their own ranks” (teacher B1, personal communication, 2013).   A caring, nurturing culture is fostered through the use of restorative practices as students are often asked to state something positive about themselves, their teachers, peers, or counselors.  Students develop important life skills as they learn to critically listen to others, to accept and give constructive criticism, and to look people in the eye when speaking, which builds relationships and trust within the school leading to a greater sense of safety, security, and collective efficacy.   


To conclude, this ongoing pilot study enabled me to gain a greater understanding of restorative approaches from the perspectives of those individuals who actually live the experience, how they view the experience, and how it impacted their lives.  I am hoping this study will contribute to the literature on restorative practices within schools particularly from a qualitative research perspective. 
***
Perceptions of Justice Mechanisms in a Transitional Context from the Perspective of the Affected Population: The Case of Serbia

Nicholas A. Jones, Ph.D. 
 University of Regina

Mary Aspinall 

University of Regina (M.A. Candidate)

Introduction

The Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia began to disintegrate in 1991-1992 as centuries of political turmoil erupted in violent conflict involving massive human rights violations (Moghalu, 2008; Rogel, 1998). Citizens of the former Yugoslavia are all of Slavic descent; however, “their historical experiences, which in turn led to their having different religions, created disparate ethnic identities that ultimately proved stronger than any common bond” (Moghalu, 2008, p. 51) leading to the conflict. According to Mojzes (2011), the conflicts began with a 10-day battle in 1991 for Slovenia’s independence. A five-year war in Croatia also began in 1991 with the intent of segregating the Croats and Serbs. Alleged ethnic cleansing and genocide resulted in the deaths of approximately 10,000 individuals. The bloodiest conflict was the war to divide Bosnia and Herzegovina between 1992 and 1995.  Between 100,000 and 200,000 deaths occurred again by way of ethnic cleansing and genocide. A temporary end to the warfare was accomplished through the signing of the Dayton Agreement in 1995. Nevertheless, two further conflicts arose between 1998 -1999 (in Kosovo) and 2001 (in Macedonia) leaving approximately 2,100 casualties in its wake.


According to Jones, Parmentier, and Weitekamp (2014, p. 143), there is “a far-reaching and exceptionally complex” effect on the entire populace following mass violence. It has been suggested that dealing with the complexity of a transitional environment requires a multi-faceted reparative approach that includes the “(1) individual, (2) societal, (3) national, and (4) international perspectives” (Danieli, 2008, p. 343). Furthermore, within the field of transitional justice, numerous models have been created which identify important components (accountability, truth, trust, reconciliation, healing, forgiveness, etc.) required to facilitate progression toward a peaceful, stable society (Jones, Parmentier & Weitekamp, 2012). However, there remains ongoing debate as to how to best achieve these desired outcomes.


Transitional justice has been defined as, “the study of choices made and the quality of justice rendered when states are replacing authoritarian regimes by democratic institutions” (Siegel, 1998, p. 431). The potential “choices” are varied in terms of their paradigmatic approach. The international community has emphasized the use of retributive justice in the form of the ad hoc international criminal tribunals, the International Criminal Court, and national prosecutions (Parmentier, Rauschenbach & Weitekamp, 2014). Alternatively, the case has been made for localized, dialogical approaches based on restorative justice concepts (Jones et al., 2012). As reported by Cunneen (2008), while both paradigmatic approaches seek very similar outcomes (e.g., recording the truth, holding perpetrators accountable, reintegrating victims and perpetrators), they achieve them through very different processes. 

 Valiñas, Parmentier, and Weitekamp (2009) conducted surveys in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Serbia between 2006 and 2007 to explore the growing interest of restorative justice processes in post-conflict environments. “The objects of [these] survey[s] were the attitudes and opinions of individuals about the process of dealing with the past in Serbia, with a particular focus on the ‘possibilities’ (or opportunities) and potential for a restorative approach to such process” (Valiñas et al., 2009, p. 4). Preliminary results from Serbia suggested that in addition to adjudication of perpetrators in courts or truth commissions, dialogical processes, which reflect restorative justice approaches, were regarded as positive by participants (Valiñas et al., 2009, p. 34). Further analysis reported that participants gave greater priority to “accountability measures” (confessions and apologies) that fell outside of the realm of criminal justice procedures; as well as “more ‘symbolic’ forms (e.g., truth-findings, forgiveness) of reparation” (Parmentier et al., 2014, p. 96).
Theoretical Framework


The theoretical framework providing the foundation for this research is the TARR-model initially proposed by Parmentier (2003) and later revised by Parmentier and Weitekamp (2012) which includes: 1) trauma, 2) truth, 3) two measures of accountability (imposed obligations and active responsibility), 4) reparation, 5) dialogue, and 6) reconciliation.
Purpose of the Research/Methodology


The purpose of this research is to expand on previous findings in Serbia to investigate the residents’ attitudes and opinions toward the inclusion of restorative justice approaches in a post-conflict environment further. It analyzes secondary data collected by Valiñas et al. (2009). The analysis might include structural equation modeling (SEM) as well as logistic regression techniques. In addition, the research will compare the results from Serbia with those from previous results stemming from Bosnia - Herzegovina.
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Call for Articles
Short articles presenting research or practitioner topics are requested for the next issue of Dialogue.  Articles should be no more than 1,000 words, written in APA format, and submitted electronically. Please submit your articles to the Editor.
***
Reminders

The Section on Restorative and Community Justice wants to remind members about the upcoming deadline for ACJS proposals.  The requested submission deadline is September 19, 2014.  The final submission deadline is September 30, 2014.  We would like to encourage members to submit their restorative and community justice proposals.  
When you renew your annual ACJS dues, remember to continue your support by maintaining your membership in the Restorative and Community Justice Section and Restorative and Community Justice Section (Donation for Student Fund).  Please encourage others to join the section. 
***

Elections
Eric Lambert, Chair of the Election Committee, asks us to watch for emails requesting your participation in the 2015 election for the Vice Chair and the three Executive Counselor positions. 
The following information was taken from the current Section Bylaws on the staggered terms of the counselor positions.  
"Executive Counselors on the Executive Board serve staggered terms of two years per term of service."

"The Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson and Executive Counselors shall serve two-year terms. In the 2015 election, one Executive Counselor position will serve for one-year and the other two Executive Counselor positions will serve the entire two-year term.  This is being done to ensure that the election of Executive Counselors is staggered. The three candidates elected in 2015 for the Executive Counselor will draw cards and the one with the lowest card will serve a one-year term and the other two will serve a two-year term. In the 2016 election and forward, all three Executive Counselor positions will serve two-year terms. The Vice-Chairperson will succeed the Chairperson at the end of his/her term in office.  The Chairperson will become the Immediate Past-Chairperson and a member of the Executive Board upon completion of his/her term, and serve in that position for two years"
***

Contacting the Editor

Dr. Linda Keena

Associate Professor 

University of Mississippi

PO Box 1848

University, MS  38677-1848

mailto:ldkeena@olemiss.edu
662-915-1998 
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