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Abstract 

 The separation of the Former Yugoslavia, beginning in 1991, resulted in mass 

violence.  Transitional justice was established to aid in developing measures to deal with 

mass victimization, as the shift from authoritarian regimes to democratic ones could not 

be resolved with the existing paradigms of restorative or retributive justice.  Stephan 

Parmentier developed the TARR-III model, introducing a dialogical approach as a 

potential method to address crimes of this calibre, which is also the theoretical framework 

for the current research.   

 Chi-square tests of independence with an accompanying measure of association t-

tests, and logistic regression analysis were utilized to assess respondent’s perceptions of 

reparation following mass violence.  Individual and societal levels of trauma were also 

considered, using secondary analysis of a population-based survey in Serbia in 2007.  

Overall findings suggest that a combination of responses, ranging from non-dialogical 

(court) to most dialogical (small groups) are required in order to address mass violence, 

with significant factors being respondents age, as well as the option to have stories shared 

in a variety of settings. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 The conflict within the Former Yugoslavia in the early 1990s created the need for 

continued research on what victims of war crimes want in order to rebuild and move 

forward.  Numerous judicial responses have been adopted both to support the victims and 

to hold the offenders accountable.  Transitional justice, a fairly recent development that 

incorporates all established judicial responses to mass victimization, theorizes what 

residents need following mass violence.  Limited research has been done to date using the 

lens of transitional justice.  Research in transitional justice can be beneficial in 

determining what reparations are required for residents of war-torn regions in order to 

identify what happened, acknowledge victimization, promote justice for offenders, and 

attempt reconciliation.  Additional research in this area is needed, as global conflicts are 

not abating requiring a better understanding of how to address the desire for reparations 

to victims, as well as finding additional ways to move forward from the events.  Similar 

to research conducted within Bosnia - Herzegovina, this thesis addresses the responses of 

residents within Serbia and what factors are related to their support for reparation for 

their harms suffered.  The numerous established paradigms of justice are to be detailed, 

including transitional justice, to be then followed by discussion of the conflict, the 

theoretical framework, and overall research questions.  Due to the high level of conflict, 

resulting victimization and additional effects of mass violence that residents experienced, 

factors that contribute to support for reparation within the Serbian population is to be 

studied.  
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Justice Paradigms 

Retributive and restorative justice paradigmatic approaches are historically the 

most frequently referenced paradigms of justice.  Restitutive justice has roots within 

restorative and retributive justice and focuses on compensating victims for their loss, 

either through voluntary or imposed sanctions (Van Ness & Strong, 2010).  Rehabilitative 

justice is considered as a means to encourage changed behaviour amongst offenders by 

addressing their deficits (Van Ness & Strong, 2010).  These two paradigms have since 

further progressed to incorporate additional needs of victims, offenders, and the rest of 

the community.  Punishment of offenders is typically suggested to fall within the 

retributive umbrella, while support for victims and inclusion of victims, offenders, and 

communities in determining how to appropriately address the harms resulting from crime 

falls under restorative justice (Morris, 2002; Zehr, 1990).  In the context of transitional 

justice, the inclusion of all paradigms of justice is considered highly beneficial when 

addressing war crimes as it is able to incorporate a variety of responses not necessarily 

found in one judicial paradigm alone. 

Restitutive Justice 

Restitutive justice provides financial reimbursement to victims of crime.  Criminal 

activity can result in financial loss and/or other forms of hardship, which require 

compensation.  Restitutive justice aims to repay these financial hardships, which can be 

achieved through donations, court-ordered payments, or community work (Walgrave, 

2008).  Research surrounding restitution has deemed it to be more desirable than solely 

using the traditional method of incarceration as financial reparation to victims provides 

compensation for the victims of crime, holds offenders accountable, and allows offenders 
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to actively engage in making things right, similar to restorative justice (Bonta, Wallace-

Capretta, Rooney & AcAnoy, 2002). 

Rehabilitative Justice 

Rehabilitative justice seeks to provide reparation to the community as well as 

rehabilitation for the individuals involved.  Treatment programs offer the offender a way 

to not only be accountable for their crime, but also ensure they are given the education 

and skills to prevent further criminal occurrence.  Treatment programs are becoming 

increasingly popular within the criminal justice system (Bonta et al., 2002).  In order to 

provide rehabilitation to offenders, treatment providers may be required to undergo 

specialized training.  Similar to restorative justice, the process may include all involved 

members (Skelton & Frank, 2004). 

Retributive Justice 

Retributive justice suggests that punishing an offender is able to restore the 

balance in society that has been lost by the crime committed (Llewellyn & Howse, 1999).  

Historically, the phrase “an eye for an eye” reflects the relationship between crime and 

punishment within retributive justice; justice was implemented with the understanding 

that those who committed acts against the law would be punished.  Retributive justice is 

heavily focused on the offender, the harm they have done, and the punishment that is best 

suited for the offender based on the crime.  Retributive justice is seen as a form of 

revenge, a way to “get even” with the offender, the means by which they receive their just 

desserts (Rosenbaum, 2013).  Reflecting the principle of proportionality, no punishment 

is to be meted out that is greater than the crime committed (Walgrave, 2008).  The 

international justice system, as currently formulated, primarily reflects a retributive 
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approach.  It is considered an antagonist process wherein legal adversaries engage the 

courts, with judges issuing punishment to those convicted of crimes.  

Restorative Justice 

Restorative justice defines crime differently, seeing it as a behaviour that has 

caused harm in need of reparation.  Restorative justice measures not only account for 

what the perpetrator can do to repay their debt to society, but also looks at why the crime 

was committed, as well as taking others affected into consideration (Morris, 2002).  

Albert Eglash (1975) is credited with developing the name “restorative justice”, through 

his exploration of the concept of creative restitution.  It was not a new idea, as many 

Western and non-Western historical methods of justice have incorporated restorative 

practices.  For example, sentencing circles have been used (and continue to do so, albeit 

now including members of the justice system) within Aboriginal communities (Johnson, 

2007).  According to Johnson (2007), sentencing circles promote rehabilitation and 

community involvement, much like our current restorative justice models.  The 

sentencing circle includes the victim, offender, family members of both sides, and 

community members.  A consensus must be reached by all on the proposed sentence 

which takes into account the crime itself, as well as opinions of all involved and the 

offenders personal circumstances.   

Over time, punitive retributive methods became the preferred and accepted 

paradigmatic approach; thereby overshadowing and displacing previously used 

restorative measures (Llewellyn & Howse, 1999).  Restorative justice is not solely 

focused on the breaking of laws.  It recognizes that others are injured in the process, and 

seeks to provide an alternative form of conflict resolution to criminal justice processes 
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based on retributive justice (Daems, 2004).  Unlike retributive methods, restorative 

justice focuses on all individuals that may have been involved in the criminal act, such as 

victims, offenders, families or community members (Morris, 2002).  Central to the 

restorative paradigm of justice is the idea of dialogue.  The lack of dialogue between 

involved parties is noted as a shortcoming of retributive methods.  Restorative scholars 

argue the importance of dialogue and stakeholder involvement in the addressing disputes 

(Christie, 1977; Walgrave, 2008).  

Transitional Justice 

 Transitional justice responds to violence after political change (Teitel, 2003).  

While changes in political regimes have occurred throughout history, it is only within the 

last century that studying the choices on how to deal with these transitions has been 

developed (Parmentier & Weitekamp, 2007).  Compared to other types of justice, the 

conceptualization of transitional justice is relatively new.  The first recorded use was 

following World War I; however, transitional justice did not become an internationally 

recognized process until the Nuremberg Trials in 1945 following World War II (Teitel, 

2003).   

Transitional justice may incorporate multiple paradigms of justice and was 

developed over three phases.  The first phase was to develop international laws and 

conventions to issue punishment.  Phase two included the addition of restorative 

measures such as truth commissions, while maintaining retributive methods in domestic 

trials.  Phase three consisted of a continuation of the development of processes in phase 

two, as well as the establishment of international trials such as the International Criminal 

Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) and the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former 
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Yugoslavia (ICTY),  (Scarlett, 2009; Teitel, 2003).  Transitional justice is relevant to this 

research as methods of providing potential reparations to the residents of the Former 

Yugoslavia included all of these aspects, such as an international tribunal, domestic court 

proceedings, and a truth and reconciliation commission (TRC).   

Breakup of the Former Yugoslavia 

 The breakup of the Former Yugoslavia highlights a global political conflict that 

resulted in mass crimes and violations of human rights in the 20th century.  Political 

crimes include criminal acts against governing institutions and organizations, in response 

to a particular regime or ideology now being challenged.  Those in positions of authority 

may also resort to criminal acts in order to defend and maintain their status (Parmentier & 

Weitekamp, 2007).  The struggles leading up to the armed conflict between the countries 

of the Former Yugoslavia had been developing for centuries.  World War I was a turning 

point, with the eventual collapse of the Ottoman Turks and the Serbian forces (Scharf, 

1997).  What we understand to have consisted of the Former Yugoslavia was formally 

named as such in 1929; however, this was heavily dominated by the Serbian population, 

which was not favoured by the other nations (Rogel, 1998).  Josep Broz Tito was elected 

president, for life, of Yugoslavia in 1943.  He was able to achieve unification amongst the 

nations of Serbia, Croatia, Slovenia, Montenegro, Macedonia, and Bosnia - Herzegovina, 

which was short lived following his death in 1980 (Rogel, 1998).   

There were a number of wars that broke out in the current era, beginning in 1991 

with efforts to segregate Croatia.  The war within Bosnia - Herzegovina between 1992 

and 1995; however, was most noteworthy due to the level of violence.  These wars 

occurred in efforts to segregate the states, so each would have their own independent 
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government.  Ethnic cleansing and genocide occurred during these wars, which took the 

lives of an estimated 100,000 to 200,000 people (Mojzes, 2011).  Ethnic cleansing is 

defined as the elimination of ethnic or religious groups by means of deportation, 

displacement, and murder (Kamusella, 2014).  Genocide, as defined by the Convention 

on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide includes killing members of 

a group, inflicting severe bodily and/or mental harm, preventing birth, transferring 

children to other groups, and subjecting members to living conditions in which they will 

not thrive in an attempt to destroy in whole or in part a national, ethnical, racial, or 

religious group (Aydin, 2014).   

The Dayton Peace Agreement of 1995 was signed with the purpose of putting an 

end to the conflicts; however, two smaller wars broke out after this agreement.  The 

Dayton Peace Agreement required all nations to co-operate with the United Nations 

Security Council, promote peace, and prosecute criminals of war crimes (U.S Department 

of State Dispatch, 1995).  Twenty-four years after the war first began; war criminals 

continue to be prosecuted within the ICTY.  

TARR-III Model 

 The TARR-III model was developed by Stephan Parmentier to review the issues 

that arose following periods of transition and identify the needs of those involved 

(Parmentier & Weitekamp, 2007).  The initial four components consisted of truth, 

accountability, reparation and reconciliation.  Trauma, trust, and dialogue were later 

added to create the current TARR-III consisting of seven components (Jones, Parmentier 

& Weitekamp, 2012).  For the purpose of this research, the concept of reparation is the 

primary outcome variable under investigation.  Limited research has been performed on 
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what victims need in order to move forward.  Judicial paradigms have been increasingly 

developed, oftentimes with results on ways to deal with offenders while occasionally 

accounting for victims; however, components within the TARR-III model, especially that 

of reparation, focus on what victims need.  Studying reparation as well as factors that 

may contribute to support for these measures has not yet been analyzed within Serbia.   

 Reparation has been identified as an important component of transitional justice 

(Valiñas, Parmentier & Weitekamp, 2009b).  Reparation for harm done can be provided 

by specific offenders or communities as a whole and may include material, financial, 

emotional, and physical reparations, to name a few (Parmentier & Weitekamp, 2007; 

Valiñas et al., 2009b).  Victims of mass violence may require any and all of these in order 

to move forward.  Prior research has been implemented within areas of the Former 

Yugoslavia, namely Serbia and Bosnia - Herzegovina, but has been limited to looking at 

the key issues of trust and reconciliation found in the TARR-III model.  Parmentier, 

Rauschenbach and Weitekamp (2014), surveyed the perspectives of the Serbian 

population regarding reparation.  However, their research was focused on the importance 

of material and non-material forms of reparation, which is not the key focus of the current 

research.  While material and non-material forms of reparation are also included in the 

current research, the focus is on overall support for reparations, and whether or not 

individual demographics, degree of suffering experienced, and support of a retributive 

court or dialogical approach influence this support.  

Research Questions 

This research will answer the following research question: 
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What factors contribute to Serbian’s support for reparations following mass 

violence?   

Some secondary research questions are also addressed in order to answer the above 

question: 

 Do demographic factors (e.g. age, gender, employment, education, and 

religious/ethnic affiliation) affect individual’s support for reparation? 

 Does identifying as a direct victim of war and/or active participant in the war 

affect support for reparation? 

 Does attitude towards prosecution affect support for reparation? 

 Does the degree of suffering experienced during the conflict (physical, material, 

emotional), influence respondent’s support for reparation? 

 Is support for reparation affected by respondent’s perspectives of the possibility of 

dialogue? 

Purpose and Significance 

 Mass violations of human rights, including war crimes, crimes against humanity 

(e.g. ethnic cleansing), and genocide have plagued most of human history.  Regardless of 

the numerous international legal instruments condemning these crimes and the 

implementation of the ad hoc tribunals and the International Criminal Court (ICC), these 

atrocities continue to occur (Blake, 2014).  While the judicial measures associated with 

international and domestic trials are in place either to prosecute and prevent these 

atrocities, or prosecute individuals/groups in the aftermath, it is becoming increasingly 

important to question what victims of these crimes need. 
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Repairing the harm that has been done following mass violations of human rights 

involving crimes against humanity, war crimes and genocide is not simplistic.  For the 

purpose of this research, the focus is on the factors contributing to participants’ support 

for reparation.  It is important to examine individual perspectives, while addressing 

groups as a whole.  If one understands what victims of mass violence collectively and 

individually need in order to move forward, this may be incorporated into research 

regarding conflict in other areas of the world.  While individual needs may vary, if these 

perspectives can be generalized, methods of successful reparation may be expanded into 

other areas.  

Thesis Organization  

This chapter provided an overview of the research questions as well as a 

preliminary discussion regarding the context and literature for the thesis.  This research 

will be useful in identifying the attitudes and opinions of residents of Serbia in regards to 

their support for reparation.  The ongoing investigation into incorporating multiple justice 

paradigms in response to mass violations of human rights is important in the 

determination of what citizens deem important in their personal and cultural recovery.    

Chapter two provides an examination of the extant literature on the history of the 

conflict in the Former Yugoslavia.  Today’s numerous judicial paradigms are also 

explained in detail, as well as how they have aided in the creation of the latest form of 

justice, transitional justice.  These components all contribute to the development of the 

TARR-III model that links directly to the experiences of victims following this kind of 

conflict.  
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Chapter three provides information surrounding methodology.  This research 

utilizes a quantitative approach to explore secondary data analysis from a population-

based survey conducted in Serbia in 2007.  The methods chapter describes the survey tool 

and its development, distribution, and recruitment of participants, as well as advantages 

and limitations towards using this form of methodology.  

Chapter four presents the results and provides an in-depth discussion surrounding 

the analysis and findings.  Chapter five provides a summary of the conclusions in relation 

to research questions within the context of the literature and theoretical framework.  

Following this is a discussion regarding the implications of the findings, as well as 

suggestions surrounding future possibilities for continued research.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

 

 It is important to identify appropriate judicial responses and review methods of 

reparation for victims and community members in order to understand what may be 

successful following conflict in the Former Yugoslavia.  This chapter begins with a 

discussion of the numerous paradigms of justice: restitutive, rehabilitative, retributive, 

restorative and transitional, in order to identify potential solutions for communities 

experiencing mass violations of human rights.  Following this is a discussion of the 

history of the region, providing details surrounding the conflict that took place between 

1991 and 1995.  Responses to the atrocity, as well as identifying the importance of what 

victims find satisfactory in terms of addressing the crimes follows.  These experiences 

and forms of justice all contribute to the development and implementation of the TARR-

III model, focusing on victim’s needs.  

Justice Paradigms 

 

 Different paradigms of “justice” have existed since the beginning of human 

civilization.  Perhaps the most well known of the paradigms are retributive and 

restorative justice.  However, other forms can relate to both of these.  Restitutive and 

rehabilitative justice not only keeps the needs of victims and the community in mind, 

they also focus on what the offender needs to do to make amends.  When considering 

justice at a global level, transitional justice may be utilized consisting of a possible 

combination of all judicial paradigms, theories, and practices. 

Restitutive Justice 

 As noted in chapter one, reparation to victims of crime can be viewed in many 

forms.  For victims who have experienced material loss, reparation can be gained by 
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having property or money returned to restore them back to their situation prior to the 

crime, or through the offender doing work for the community in lieu of payment 

(Parmentier et al., 2014).  The restitutive paradigm oftentimes requires offenders to make 

financial amendments to their victims.  Historically, restitution was a common form of 

justice, designed to prevent violent conflict and vigilante justice from occurring 

(Walgrave, 2008).  During the 1960’s the development of restitution programs had 

several goals: 1) to acknowledge that victims had been harmed by crime, 2) to provide an 

alternative to traditional sanctions, 3) for offenders to receive some rehabilitation in 

having to “pay back” their victims, 4) to offer something that was considered simple to 

implement, and 5) to provide something that the public could witness the offender doing 

in order to make amends (Van Ness & Strong, 2010).  

Restitution can be a voluntary act, yet most often seen as imposed on the offender 

by a governing body in order to acknowledge financial loss the victim may have incurred 

(Bonta et al., 2002).  Jones et al (2012) described “imposed obligation”, referencing an 

external institution as the body that imposes something onto the offender.  This can be a 

sentence for crime committed, which can also require the offender to pay money or 

participate in community service in order to provide restitution for their behaviour.  

Financial support can be made through direct payment to victims, compensation, 

contributions to a victim’s fund, or community service if monetary amounts cannot be 

immediately paid (Walgrave, 2008).  Restitution can also be achieved by recognizing that 

victims have suffered, whether or not the full amounts can be reimbursed.  Monetary 

amounts may not be sufficient to cover all expenses that have been incurred; however, 
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these payments can be viewed as an admission of guilt by the offender, which some 

victims will also accept (Danieli, 2006).  

Restitution, as a paradigm, has a long historical legacy.  Restitution, as a formal 

component within the criminal justice system was introduced in Canada in 1974 in 

Kitchener, Ontario with the Victim/Offender Reconciliation Project (VORP).  This 

program required offenders to meet with their victims and agree on a restitution payment 

following acts of vandalism (Bonta et al., 2002).  A critique of restitution is that some 

offenders may have limited resources and are unable to pay back their dues (Morris, 

2002).  Community service is one way to address this problem.  Abel and Marsh (as cited 

in Van Ness & Strong, 2010) suggested that even the offenders who are incarcerated 

should be given the opportunity to work to pay back their victims while they serve their 

sentence.  

Rehabilitative Justice 

 Sentencing of offenders has multiple purposes, including deterrence for other 

community members, incapacitation of the offender, stigmatization of the crime being 

committed, and rehabilitation of the offender (Doob, 2000).  Historically, retributive 

methods of incarceration were aimed at rehabilitating offenders by taking them out of 

their regular environment.  It was thought that this would improve their thoughts and 

encourage them to make better choices.  However, this lacked the component of 

identifying the harm done to victims of the crime and only addressed the actions of the 

offender (Van Ness & Strong, 2010).  The United Nations Basic Principles and 

Guidelines identified that victims can also be rehabilitated, which may encourage 

reparation by offenders.  Offering a variety of resources, such as legal advice, 
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psychological help to address trauma or additional social services can promote healing 

(Parmentier et al., 2014).   

 Treatment programs have become an integral part of the current justice system.  

Many court recommendations include requirements that the offender is to participate in 

treatment.  Elements of these programs may include cognitive-behaviour therapy, which 

encourages the development of skills to change patterns of thinking and behaviour.  A 

study performed in Winnipeg, Manitoba developed a personalized treatment program for 

each offender to identify and rectify each of their respective needs.  While the number of 

offenders selected to participate was lower than anticipated due to strict eligibility 

criteria, results showed that personalized programs resulted in offenders more likely to  

agree to and follow through with restitution payments, issue apologies to their victims, 

and had lower recidivism rates overall (Bonta et al., 2002).  Restitution can also lead to 

rehabilitation.  By ordering an offender to pay restitution to their victims, or participate in 

community service, it maintains their involvement and may keep them engaged and 

accountable for their criminal behaviour (Van Ness & Strong, 2010).  

 The rehabilitation of an offender may also include the involvement of the victim, 

and specialized training for the facilitators leading the treatment programs (Skelton & 

Frank, 2004).  Rehabilitation may also occur when an offender has feelings of discomfort 

and remorse following disapproval from members of the community and/or their family 

(Doob, 2000).  An offender may be paired with another offender in order to keep each 

other in check, which also retains focus on treatment and behaviour (Eglash, 1975).  
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Retributive Justice 

 Reparation may also be achieved through retributive means.  The United Nations 

Basic Principles and Guidelines suggest “restitution”, “compensation”, “rehabilitation”, 

“satisfaction”, and “guarantees of non-repetition” are all ways to provide reparation.  The 

use of criminal justice processes for addressing crime by punishing offenders, as well as 

the production of court reports to acknowledge facts of what happened are measures 

some victims request in order to move forward (Parmentier et al., 2014).  Retributive 

justice approaches view crime as an act against the state, and therefore, the offender is 

held accountable for their actions through the vehicle of punishment (Zehr, 1990).  

Retributive justice tries to rebalance society by excluding the offender from the 

community, or encouraging suffering, that is, the retributive justice process suggests that 

punishing an offender restores the balance (social equality) that has been lost within a 

society (Llewellyn & Howse, 1999).  Promoting trials is a symbol for condemning the 

past political regimes and the actions they participated in (David & Choi, 2009).  

Retributive justice has a tendency to view crime as a problem within the offender that 

needs to be addressed.  Once the offender has been punished, the problem has been 

solved.  Retributive justice does not necessarily take into consideration what caused the 

crime or how others may have been affected (Llewellyn & Howse, 1999).  Crime may 

also occur when there has been a breakdown in the relationships within society; therefore, 

the imbalance needs to be restored.  Both restorative (to be discussed) and retributive 

justice methods may arrive at this outcome (Llewellyn & Howse, 1999). 

 Within the retributive paradigm, the offender does not necessarily have to be 

involved in the process, and does not have to agree to the sentence or demonstrate 
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remorse for their actions (Wenzel & Thielmann, 2006).  The focus of this paradigm is 

solely on the offender as well as what they need to do to repay their debt to society.  In 

determining punishment, facts leading to a finding of guilt, such as the details of the 

offence and their criminal record history, are the predominant key features (Zehr, 1990). 

 Retributive justice sees punishment as a means of inflicting some level of harm on 

the offender based on the harm they have caused.  The punishment they receive must be 

proportional to the harm their crime resulted in (Walgrave, 2008).  Punishing the offender 

reduces their social status, in some cases separating them from society in the form of 

incarceration, which aims to restore the societal balance to what it was prior to the crime 

(Wenzel & Thielmann, 2006).  Retributive justice proponents suggest that offenders pay 

their debt to society when their punishment fits the crime.  People expect recognition for 

something well done, and; therefore, should anticipate punishment for wrongdoing 

(Shuster, 2011). 

 Retributive justice advocates have responded to the criticism that victims are not 

included in the current justice system, suggesting that victims have more recently been 

given further involvement and therefore, have a voice in the proceedings for the crime in 

which they were victimized.  However, Bazemore (1998) argued that victims’ harms may 

be addressed, but only if it benefits the prosecutions’ case.  If a conviction is to be 

achieved easily without victim input, there is a lesser chance they will be approached to 

take part in the proceedings.  Offers of a guilty plea from the offenders, thereby 

bypassing a criminal trial, offer next to no involvement from victims, as their experience 

is no longer necessary to prove the offenders guilt.  However, if trials are not utilized, 

victims may not feel as though the offenders have been punished (David & Choi, 2009). 



18 

 

 Retributive methods are not completely without rehabilitative measures; however, 

they rarely include many of the options that would be available through a restorative 

approach.  For example, there are some treatment and programming opportunities for 

those spending time in custody, but this programming does not offer the inclusive 

participation that many families require in order to reintegrate offenders successfully 

once they are released back into the community.  Traditional retributive systems tend to 

focus on the offender only, as opposed to including families, their own as well as the 

families they may have victimized, and other societal influences that can affect 

behaviour, which restorative measures take into account (Bazemore, 1998). 

Restorative Justice 

 

Valiñas et al., (2009b, pp. 3 - 4) defined restorative justice as: 

Restorative justice principles focus, among other things, on the reparation of the 

harm suffered, on the inclusion and active participation of all in the process of 

dealing with the past itself, of an ‘active responsibility’ by those who were 

involved in the violations, and on the reintegration into the society of all those 

involved in the conflict.   

Restorative justice can include reparation as long as the victim is involved and/or 

acknowledged in the process.  The United Nations Basic Principles and Guidelines 

category of “satisfaction” does not only include retributive factors, but also includes 

apologies from the offender, public acknowledgement of the harm caused, and 

acceptance of responsibility of their actions (Parmentier et al., 2014).   

For victims requiring public acknowledgement in order to move forward, this may 

suffice.  Eglash (1975) identified some of the first components that later developed into 
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restorative justice.  Eglash coined the term “creative restitution”, in which the offender 

was required to make amends for their crime, and were provided the opportunity to have 

input regarding how they would do it.  Creative restitution focused on breaking habits of 

crime and promoting learning.  While focused on offenders, benefits to victims were 

evident as their harms were taken into consideration by the offender.  Christie (1977) 

identified that alternative methods of implementing justice were becoming necessary as 

there was a general lack of participation from those involved in conflict (i.e. their 

conflicts had been “stolen”).   

Restorative approaches view crime as primarily creating relational harm between 

all of the stakeholders (victim, offender, and community), not just the state and the 

offender; therefore, efforts need to be made to repair those relationships (Zehr, 1990).  

McCold (2000) identified two levels of stakeholders.  Primary stakeholders consist of 

direct offenders and victims as well as those with a vested relationship in them such as 

family or community members.  Secondary stakeholders include local residents not 

personally connected to the victim or the offender, as well as national government 

agencies responsible for policies and laws.  Restorative justice asks what the offender can 

do to repair the damage to those they have harmed.  It also asks why the crime occurred, 

what the consequences should be, and what the victim and the rest of the community 

need in order to repair the harms experienced as well as to welcome the offender back 

into society (Morris, 2002). 

According to Zehr (1990), the primary focus of restoration following crime is 

with the victim and meeting their needs.  Relationships between the victims and offenders 

(as well as the community) can be addressed through these processes once the victim has 



20 

 

been given the opportunity to share their experiences and the resulting harms.  The 

question around determining which measures will be put in place for offenders to make 

amends is only determined once the above have been accomplished.  Restorative justice 

takes into account the reasons why an offender chose to commit a particular act, what the 

victim and the offender needs, as well as what measures should be taken in order to 

prevent future crime (Llewellyn & Howse, 1999).   

Braithwaite (2000) developed the theory of “reintegrative shaming” where 

disapproval and acknowledgement of the crime from the community is then followed by 

acceptance of the offender back into the community.  Reintegrative shaming considers 

the offender as a good person who has engaged in an unacceptable behaviour; whereas 

stigmatizing shame labels the offender as criminal, negatively affecting their perception 

of themselves and potentially increasing the likelihood of future criminal behaviour 

(Braithwaite, 2000).  Braithwaite’s theory also recognizes that informal social controls 

based on personal relationships are more inclined to deter future criminal activity.  We 

generally feel more shame when disapproval comes from those we love, rather than an 

authority figure we have no personal connection to (Braithwaite, 2000).   

Restorative justice does not intend to cause pain when delivering punishment.  

The “punishment” is generally agreed upon by the offender, therefore, the infliction of 

pain is different than if it was decided on and imposed by a third party (Walgrave, 2008).  

Inflicting pain and delivering punishment is not a goal of restorative practices, it is 

merely a side effect of the process of reparation (Lokanan, 2009).  Forcing offenders to 

apologize to people they have harmed, or experiencing disappointment from their loved 

ones can also be forms of punishment at an emotional level which may not be obvious to 
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an outside observer (Lokanan, 2009).  Restorative practices can be combined with 

retributive practices when discussing punishment.  It may be necessary for an offender to 

receive a term of incarceration, but this can also be coupled with work projects to raise 

money for victims, or work within the community, for example (Radzik, 2003).   

Braithwaite’s (2002) theory of responsive regulation provides a model, the 

regulatory pyramid, which provides a framework that combines different paradigms to 

address crime.  The crux of this approach is premised on society determining when 

persuasion or punishment should be used in order to ensure compliance with norms 

governing acceptable behaviour.  Furthermore, this model avoids “regulatory formalism” 

wherein the decision as to how to proceed is determined a priori to the offence or 

consideration of the offender.  At the base of the pyramid, representing the largest 

component, are restorative justice processes for “virtuous” offenders willing to accept 

responsibility for their actions and make amends.  Deterrence fills the middle component 

of the regulatory pyramid where the rational offender is subjected to punishment (short of 

incarceration) as a means to deter future criminal behaviour.  In weighing the costs and 

benefits of crime, the imposed sanction should deter the rational offender.  At the top of 

the pyramid is incapacitation, which includes the irrational or incompetent offenders who 

refuse to make amends and are likely to pose a continued threat to society (Braithwaite, 

2002).  Incapacitation is the smallest piece of the pyramid, as it is believed that most 

offenders have the ability to show empathy to the victims and remorse for their behaviour 

and therefore those requiring incapacitation are only representative of a small part of 

society (Braithwaite, 2002).   
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Morris (2002), alongside other notable researchers (see also Christie, 1977; 

McCold, 2000), suggested that restorative justice considers the community and focuses 

on the healing and involvement of all parties in order to rectify the social standing of the 

community involved.  In order for restorative justice to work, it can only be effective if 

all parties involved agree to participate.  Voluntary participation, while sometimes nerve-

wracking for either offender or victim, may also offer some degree of resolution 

following the crime.  Offenders are able to meet their victim face-to-face to understand 

how their actions truly affected someone (Abrams, Umbreit & Gordon, 2006).  

Participation does not necessarily have to involve only the offender and victim, but can 

reach out towards the community in which they live as well as the justice system if it is 

required to remain involved.  An example of this may be a sentencing circle.  Victims, 

offenders, and other community members are invited to come together, as well as the 

Crown, defense counsel, and even a judge.  Victims may not always desire to be involved 

in restorative processes due to the risk of re-victimization.  Whether a victim has been 

rendered unable to be involved or has no interest in being involved, the offender may still 

be held accountable through a surrogate victim who can share details from a similar 

experience (Walgrave, 2008).  

Dialogue 

Umbreit, Coates and Vos (2007, p. 29) defined the notion of dialogue as: 

Humanizing the justice process; providing the victim with a voice in the justice 

process; holding offenders more accountable than the traditional court procedures; 

offering an alternative to incarceration; contributing to the victim’s healing 

process; helping the offenders develop empathy; giving the offender a chance to 
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turn around his/her life; providing community members with a stake in how 

delinquent and criminal acts are resolved in their community; augmenting the 

resources available to professionals within the criminal justice system; 

overhauling the criminal justice system; and enhancing efforts to secure 

restitution for victims. 

 

It is important that individuals and communities involved in crime have the opportunity 

to speak to each other about the events as well as how to overcome them – to engage in 

dialogue.  Victims, as well as offenders, can have many different emotions that can be 

portrayed through dialogue.  Not only does it pave the way for feelings of remorse, it also 

allows for fear, resentment and anger to come through (Johnstone, 2002).  In recognition 

of the “second principle” of restorative justice (that there is an opportunity for 

stakeholders to have an active role in justice processes), Van Ness and Strong (2010) 

discussed “encounter” as a component of restorative justice processes.  This includes a 

meeting between the victim and offender, narratives from both sides, allowing each other 

to display emotions, to come to a mutual understanding, and finally, to reach an 

agreement.  In order for all criteria to be met, it therefore suggests that dialogue would 

occur.  

Danieli (2006) also discussed the importance of dialogue, especially when 

referring to children of survivors of mass violence.  Children may have a tendency to 

absorb the emotions and experiences of those closest to them, restricting their ability to 

move forward and envision the community without violence and hatred.  Bettelheim said 

(as cited in Danieli, 2006, p. 345) “what cannot be talked about cannot be put to rest”.  
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The experiences and needs of the victims need to be addressed first before society as a 

whole can be repaired (Danieli, 2006).   

Three restorative measures incorporate various forms of dialogue.  These are 

victim-offender mediation, family group conferencing, and peacemaking circles included 

in the previous notion of “encounter”.  Dialogue does not just reflect the conversations 

that are able to happen between individuals, but also incorporates involvement of both 

victims and offenders regarding their own conflicts.  It is essential for there to be a safe 

space for victims and offenders to meet.  Even though restorative justice advocates have a 

tendency to identify that professional bodies should be eliminated from the restoration 

process, they can have a role in generating the space and ensuring the meeting between 

parties is beneficial for all involved (Walgrave, 2008).  Victims who choose to participate 

in the meetings are able to ask questions of the offender, share their feelings, and suggest 

ways that the offender can make amends (Van Ness & Strong, 2010).  Both parties must 

volunteer themselves to the session.  As soon as one individual feels forced or coerced to 

participate, the physical and emotional safety of those involved is limited, restoration 

may be unable to occur, and re-victimization is a possibility (Zehr, 1990). 

It is suggested that offenders who are held accountable may struggle more than 

they would through retributive court methods, but gain benefits from accepting their 

responsibility (Morris, 2002).  Van Ness and Strong (2010) identified that while 

offenders may initially agree to meet with their victim in order to achieve a lesser 

sentence; they also participate in order to move on from their crime and to make amends.  

Their satisfaction in the process increased once they realized the victim was willing to 

listen to them, as well as having a role in how to make amends.  
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Empathy is an important component within restorative justice practices.  In 

traditional methods, the offender is seen as an object and may be labelled as a criminal 

for the rest of their lives.  Christie (1977) describes restorative justice as getting to know 

the offender as a person and displaying some empathy for them.  Empathy is 

accomplished by allowing offenders (if appropriate) to hear the victims side of the story 

and to place them in a position where they are forced to acknowledge their behaviours 

(Llewellyn & Howse, 1999).   

Critics of Restorative Justice 

Some critics of restorative justice argue that there are some crimes too serious to 

be dealt with in a restorative way, such as murder.  There are also critics who suggest that 

retributive punishment is a better way to deter other members of the community, who 

have not yet committed a crime, but may be predisposed to doing so (Johnstone, 2002).  

It is also suggested that the offender has the potential to be asked to do much more than 

what they would receive from a sentence imposed by a judicial body (Morris, 2002).  A 

further issue that arises is that the current criminal justice system has the option to review 

or appeal a decision handed down in a retributive court, in the event that the offender 

may truly not be guilty of their crime.  Restorative justice methods do not generally have 

grounds for an appeal of the sentence (Skelton & Frank, 2004). 

Morris (2002) argued that the practices of restorative justice are not to include 

extreme measures and that all outcomes are agreed upon by the offender.  Professionals 

are only included to ensure that the victims’ requests are approved and realistic and that 

neither the victim nor offender will be harmed by this process (Morris, 2002).  Canadian 

research within Manitoba and Alberta, which also found similar results when compared 



26 

 

with other countries such as Britain, indicated that residents preferred more community 

service, restitution, and education for offenders, rather than building additional custodial 

facilities and sentencing offenders to incarceration (Galaway & Hudson, 1996). 

Transitional Justice 

 

 Balasco (2013) identified that the current understanding of what transitional 

justice encompasses started to be documented in the 1980’s; however, the heart of 

transitional justice began long before that, when authoritarian regimes were transitioning 

into democratic ones.  Transitional justice practices did not become an overnight success, 

possibly due to the idea that it was still enveloped within the control of political parties 

and not inclusive of the general public (Balasco, 2013).  Formally, the term “transitional 

justice” was recorded in academic literature in 1980 (Forsythe, 2011).  Parmentier and 

Weitekamp (2007) define transitional justice as a study of the choices made when states 

are replacing their regimes.  They also acknowledge that transitional justice can be 

known as “post-conflict justice”, which refers to both retributive and restorative methods 

that can be implemented following violent conflict.  Justice at the institutional level tends 

to be viewed as retributive and a “top down” process; however, post-conflict methods not 

only focus on criminal prosecutions, but also include victims’ needs (emotional and 

financial) as well as non-judicial measures such as TRC`s (Jones et al., 2012).  

The Nuremberg trials following World War II, held between 1945 and 1946, are 

considered a primary example of international prosecution of individuals responsible for 

war crimes.  It has been suggested that further international efforts such as TRC’s and 

international tribunals stemmed from this.  Transitional justice differs from other forms 

of justice in that it is generally utilized when there has been a time lapse between the 
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crime and development of judicial measures to address the aftermath (Forsythe, 2011).  

Transitional justice may be especially important today, the continued occurrence of 

political crimes results in the victimization of innocent civilian members.  In comparison 

to the World Wars, more people have been harmed by crimes committed by government 

than those in previous army combat (Jappah & Smith, 2013). 

 Transitional justice is considered relative to restorative justice in that the goal of 

transitional justice is to improve the relationships in the regions where mass violence 

took place (Forsythe, 2011).  Cunneen (2008) suggested that following mass conflict, 

similar mechanisms might need to be in place similar to that of restorative justice 

measures.  Gathering the truth of events, guaranteeing that it will not happen again and 

providing reparation for victims are seen in both restorative and transitional justice 

methods.  An issue following mass conflict is that many of the people who committed the 

crimes continue to live within the same communities as those who were victimized 

(Jappah & Smith, 2013).  Transitional justice aims to restore power to the victims, reduce 

the status of offenders by incarceration or exclusion from the community for example, 

and promote change within the community (David & Choi, 2009).  Transitional justice 

can include many different judicial measures; notable examples are domestic court trials, 

international tribunals, or TRC’s (Scarlett, 2009).  Traditional methods of justice may be 

seen as the victims getting even with the offenders, whereas transitional justice is more 

focused on promoting equality (David & Choi, 2009). 

 Transitional justice strives to be contextually and culturally sensitive.  Individuals 

involved come from many different communities, some with similar experiences, and 

others with very different ones; therefore, there is no definitive way to handle each case 
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(Clark, 2011).  For the purpose of the current research, the forms of transitional justice 

reviewed are retributive judicial methods such as trials, and TRC’s which are considered 

a more restorative justice approach.  Transitional justice consists of many new policies 

that promote justice, identify the truth, and make attempts at reconciliation.  The past 

twenty years have included more programs surrounding reparation and apology within 

judicial practices (David & Choi, 2009).  Valiñas et al (2009b) identified that reparation 

can be provided by individual offenders or communities as a whole and can address 

material, financial and emotional needs.  Retributive courts can result in offenders being 

forced to pay back items that victims have lost.  While the initial intention of TRC’s are 

not to provide reparation, it is still possible that following accounts of events, governing 

bodies can order reparations be made; or alternatively offenders may make reparations on 

their own accord.  The level of violence, how intense it was, and the number of victims 

and offenders involved is reviewed to determine which method of transitional justice is 

best utilized (Jappah & Smith, 2013). 

The History of the Former Yugoslavia 

 

Turmoil in the land that would eventually become known as Yugoslavia had been 

ongoing for centuries (Rogel, 1998).  Conflict in the region began as early as the 1200s 

when the Habsburg dynasty created an empire in the north and west regions of the 

Balkans.  At this time, the Ottomans were attempting to conquer the south and the east.  

One defining moment in this conflict occurred in 1389, when the Ottoman Turks defeated 

Serbian forces (Scharf, 1997).  By the 1500s, these two empires were trapped in ongoing 

military conflict from which they were unable to retreat until the 20
th

 century when both 

eventually collapsed at the time of World War I (Rogel, 1998; Scharf, 1997).   
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Religious beliefs played a role within the conflicts.  The predominant faith in this 

region by the ninth century was Christianity.  The western half of the region, consisting 

of Croatia and Slovenia, largely identified as Roman Catholic.  The eastern regions of 

Bosnia-Herzegovina, Serbia, Montenegro, and Macedonia largely identified as Eastern 

Orthodox (Scharf, 1997).  Following World War I, individuals began identifying 

themselves in terms of their nation, such as Serbian, Croatian or Bosnian (Rogel, 1998).  

Many individuals within Bosnia at this time had converted to Islam in order to avoid 

persecution from other religious groups.  Therefore, a regional identity, as opposed to a 

religious identity, became prevalent to avoid ongoing hostility (Scharf, 1997). 

King Alexander, of Serbia, established the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and 

Slovenes following World War I which would be formally named as Yugoslavia in 1929 

(Scharf, 1997).  One of the main issues in this structure of Yugoslavia was how the 

country should be governed.  The Serbs took on a dominant role in the country, granted 

to them via a constitution developed in 1921 (Rogel, 1998).  This constitution was known 

as the Vidovdan Constitution, the first to be granted under the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats 

and Slovenes.  It stated that the country be governed by a Serbian king, and would be 

ruled by the Serbian social class (“Vidovdan Constitution”, n.d).  

 Josep Broz Tito came to power in Yugoslavia in 1943 and declared president for 

life; a position he held until his death in 1980.  Tito, who was half Croat and half 

Slovene, wished to eliminate Serbian dominance.  During Tito’s rule Yugoslavia was 

made up of Serbia, Croatia, Slovenia, Montenegro, Macedonia, Bosnia - Herzegovina, as 

well as two independent states, Kosovo and Vojvodina, which were situated within 

Serbia (Rogel, 1998).  During his tenure as President, he was able to develop some 
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degree of unification between the states.  Many Serbian nationals were forced to reside 

outside of the borders, thereby eliminating some of their influence.  During this time, 

there was also fear of an attack from the Soviet Union, which assisted Tito’s desire for 

unity (Scharf, 1997).  Tito also developed the “Total National Defense”, requiring 

military service and training in guerilla warfare, which resulted in the third largest army 

in all of Europe (Scharf, 1997).  In the years following his death, it became evident that 

his successors were not as interested as he was in continuing the unification of the 

country (Rogel, 1998).  

 Oliver (2005) identified that the separatist wars fought in Slovenia, Croatia, and 

Bosnia-Herzegovina were fought on many fronts: politically, religiously, economically, 

ethnically, and historically.  Yugoslavia had been divided in many aspects.  One of these 

was a religious aspect.  Three main religious affiliations were that of Christianity, 

Orthodoxy, and Islam (Crnobrnja, 1994; Oliver, 2005).  Language was also of concern, 

with numerous dialects being recognized.  This added to the economic cost of national 

communication (Crnobrnja, 1994).  Following Tito’s death, communism began to 

diminish.  Serbian leader Slobodan Milosevic, with assistance from the media, began to 

persuade the public that Serbs were being persecuted within Kosovo, resulting in hostility 

once again (Oliver, 2005). 

 Milosevic wanted to develop a continued Serbian dominant nation.  Negotiations 

were made to develop a constitution for Yugoslavia; however, an agreement could not be 

reached.  Therefore, Croatia and Slovenia declared independence in 1991 (Scharf, 1997).  

The battle to separate Slovenia was a relatively minor one, lasting ten days, with 

approximately 100 casualties (Mojzes, 2011).  The war in Croatia over segregating the 
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Croats and Serbs also began in 1991, and lasted for approximately five years.  This 

conflict included elements of ethnic cleansing and genocide, such as physical harm and 

murder, where approximately 10,000 individuals were killed (Mojzes, 2011).  However, 

this was not the worst conflict witnessed in the Former Yugoslavia.  The bloodiest 

conflict that took place was the war to divide Bosnia - Herzegovina occurring between 

1992 and 1995.  The conflict resulted in the deaths of between 100,000 and 200,000 

people.  The judicial system recognized the extent of the atrocities that occurred.  

Bosnian Serb Radovan Karadzic was indicted to the ICTY in 1995 on charges of 

genocide.  He was held responsible for targeting political leaders, developing a sniping 

campaign in Sarajevo, taking peacekeeping hostages, and issuing the orders of murder, 

rape and torture, to name a few (“Press”, 1995).  Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) 

president Slobodan Milosevic was indicted in 1999 on charges of murder, persecution on 

political, racial or religious grounds, and deportation (“Press”, 1999).  Milosevic was not 

charged with genocide; however, these charges would reflect the above definition of 

ethnic cleansing.   

A peace agreement was signed in Dayton, Ohio in 1995.  Bosnia - Herzegovina, 

Croatia, and the FRY agreed to cease-fire, settle disputes in a peaceful manner, and 

respect each other’s equality (Slaon, 1996; “Summary of the Dayton Peace Agreement”, 

1995).  The Dayton Peace Agreement ended the conflict in Bosnia-Herzegovina, and 

recognized it as its own state consisting of the Bosniak-Croat Federation and the 

Bosnian-Serb Republic (Dayton Accords, 2015).  The agreement consisted of the 

following 11 annexes: Military Aspects, Regional Stabilization, Inter-entity Boundaries, 

Elections, Constitution, Arbitration, Human Rights, Refugees and Displaced Persons, 
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Commission to Preserve National Movements, Bosnia and Herzegovina Public 

Corporations, Civilian Implementation, and the International Police Taskforce (Slaon, 

1996; “Summary of the Dayton Peace Agreement”, 1995).  It also required that nations of 

the Former Yugoslavia cooperate with the United Nations Security Council by 

incorporating the peace settlement, as well as investigating and prosecuting those 

responsible for war crimes during preceding conflicts (U.S Department of State Dispatch, 

1995). 

 Despite the signing of the Dayton Agreement, two more wars still occurred 

following the conflict in Bosnia-Herzegovina.  A war in Kosovo arose from 1998 to 1999 

over governance of the state between Serbia and Albania, leaving approximately 2,000 

casualties.  The final conflict occurred in Macedonia in 2001, with approximately 100 

injured or killed (Mojzes, 2011).  These final two wars did not receive the same 

international interest, likely due to fewer casualties as compared to the previous conflicts. 

Responses to the Conflict 

 

International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia 

 

The ICTY was developed in February 1993 under direction of the United Nations 

Security Council Resolution 827 in order to prosecute those responsible for war crimes in 

the Balkans (Albright, 1993; McMahon & Miller, 2012).  The mandate of the ICTY 

declared that it would maintain international peace (King, 2015).  Not only was it geared 

to prosecute, the Charter also required that the judges would be accepting of suggestions 

regarding procedure and evidence, all states would co-operate, governmental and non-

governmental organizations (NGO’s) would consider providing funding, and it would 

assist victims in receiving compensation (Albright, 1993).  It was the first tribunal to be 
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created to enforce international law, as well as create judicial procedures that included 

both common and civil law practices (King, 2015).  It was designed to prosecute mid to 

high-ranking officials (Selimovic, 2010).  The ICTY was expected to be a deterrent for 

the international community, to recognize that such acts of gross human violation would 

not go unpunished (Kritz & Finci, 2001).  While it is noted that war crimes still continued 

to occur after the development of the ICTY, the court was slow to start and the first trial 

did not get underway until 1996, one year after the signing of the Dayton Peace 

Agreement (Meernik & King, 2001).   

 The ICTY was to be held in a location removed from where the crimes occurred.  

Holding the tribunal in a separate location was intended to safeguard against a subjective 

opinion in those administering the trials due to geographical proximity to where the 

crimes occurred.  For this purpose, the tribunal was held in The Hague in the Netherlands 

(Selimovic, 2010).  While cognizant of the security concerns, locating the ICTY in a 

distant, albeit “neutral”, location created a number of issues.  Firstly, residents of the 

communities involved in mass conflict have not necessarily seen the international court 

as beneficial as they are unlikely to be able to witness the proceedings due to the distance 

of their residence to the trial location (Longman, Pham, & Weinstein, 2004).  Secondly, 

the ICTY depends heavily on economic support.  As it is in a remote location, the 

Victims and Witnesses Section of the ICTY must arrange for the travel, accommodation 

and basic needs of witnesses while present in The Hague.  At this time, more than 4000 

individuals have been called to testify (“The Cost of Justice”, n.d).  

 Some hostility has been noted towards the ICTY, mainly by Serbs and Croats.  

Saxon (2005) identified that residents of these regions reported the court to be a Western 
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viewpoint that was in place to assert power and control over an unfamiliar region.  Serbs 

and Croats have acknowledged themselves as victims, not perpetrators and felt as though 

the court was acting against them as more of their residents were charged when compared 

to Bosnians.  Clark (2011) followed this and suggested that trials do not promote 

reconciliation and forgiveness.  Trials are developed in order to demonstrate that 

perpetrators will get what they deserve, as well as recognizing the needs of victims.  In 

the above example, the Serbs were not focused on reconciling with Bosnians, as they felt 

the trials were unfairly swayed in their direction.  The sentences are expected to include 

terms of imprisonment, and judges are also expected to order restitution payments to the 

victims; however, this has not always been practiced.  Each offender generally has been 

sentenced on a case-by-case basis, taking into account their family circumstances, their 

voluntary (or involuntary) surrender, or level of remorse that can either reduce or increase 

their punishment (Hola, Smeulers & Biljleveld, 2009). 

 Within Bosnia - Herzegovina, those situated in Srebrenica were extremely critical 

of the ICTY for failing to arrest Bosnian military leaders Ratko Mladic and Radovan 

Karadzic, while ignoring (or not understanding) that the court did not have any powers to 

arrest people.  Biro et al. (2004) identified that expectations of the ICTY were that 

sentences would be harsh; however, many comments were that sentences were too 

lenient.  Expectations were a lot lower for those who were not optimistic of the court in 

the first place (Clark, 2009).  Antonio Cassese was the first president of the ICTY, who 

identified that the court provides a strong sense of justice because when criminals receive 

their deserved punishment, the victims no longer desire additional retribution (Clark, 

2009).  Terms of imprisonment for offenders have ranged from two years to life, with the 
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average being approximately 15 years.  The strongest predictors of sentence length is the 

political rank of the accused, the number of charges they had which received a guilty 

plea/verdict, and the category of crime, either a crime against humanity or a war crime 

designation (Hola et al., 2009).   

The ICTY was anticipated to conclude all matters by 2014; however, it is 

continuing with proceedings.  To date, the ICTY has indicted 161 individuals.  Of these, 

12 are currently in custody, including Bosnian Serb Ratko Mladic whose trial is still 

ongoing.  A total of 81 individuals have been convicted and sentenced, with the most 

recent being Bosnian Serb leader Radovan Karadzic who received 40 years imprisonment 

for genocide, persecution, extermination, murder, deportation, hostage-taking, forcible 

transfer, and unlawful attacks (“ Radovan Karadzic Case”, n.d).  Additionally, 19 have 

been acquitted, 13 referred to a national jurisdiction, and 36 have had their charges 

withdrawn.  These individuals also include Serbian leader Slobodan Milosevic (who 

passed away after his transfer to the Tribunal), Bosnian Croat Marinko Katava, and 

Kosovo Albanian Agim Murtezi (“Key Figures”, n.d).  

Domestic Courts 

 

 Charges of genocide and other war crimes following the various international 

conventions have encouraged the domestic courts within states involved to take action.  

For example, The Convention for the Prevention and Punishment of Genocide requires 

individual signatory states to prosecute those responsible for genocide crimes if the act 

took place in their region (Blake, 2014).  Locating witnesses and evidence is easier and 

most cost-effective at the domestic level (King, 2015).  Proceedings at this level may be 

swifter than an international trial and follow rules of law that are already established, as 
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well as being more equipped to handle victim needs since they are held closer to the 

affected population (King, 2015).  Some states prefer domestic trials to keep the 

proceedings and the perpetrators local.  However, following mass conflict, there may no 

longer be the required judicial personnel, a functioning justice system, or physical space 

available to hold such trials (King, 2015).  Depending on the degree of the crime, the 

affected population may consider the international court a higher level of justice, and the 

only one that should be pursued (King, 2015).  The Convention also requires states to 

develop legislation to combat crimes of genocide.  When the Convention was developed, 

there were no international tribunals operating (Blake, 2014). 

 An issue with many of the domestic courts within Serbia and Croatia, in operation 

at the same time as the ICTY, is that they were required to follow a strict judicial process 

without much buy-in from the community.  Some of the negativity developed from the 

perception that other nationalities were primarily responsible for the wars and the crimes 

that took place, not their own (Ljubojevic, 2012).  Domestic courts have also been 

considered unfair, as each jurisdiction may have dissimilar laws; therefore, perpetrators 

in different locations receive different punishments (King, 2015).  

 Since the ICTY was established, domestic courts have also prosecuted individuals 

who were not brought to the international tribunal (Blake, 2014).  Some individuals have 

been lower ranking officials who were not indicted to the international court.  The ICTY 

was intended to prosecute only the most serious human rights violations.  The 

Prosecution were required to review items such as seriousness of the violations, military 

rank, or position within the government when determining who should be arrested 

(Caine, 2009).  The international courts may also safeguard against domestic courts 
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acting with leniency towards offenders who may consider themselves to have impunity 

(Arbour & Bergsmo, 1999).  

 Some domestic courts have the ability to hold trials in the absence of the 

perpetrator.  This is undertaken to combat impunity and act as a general deterrent by 

demonstrating the collective responsibility for crimes that have occurred (Ljubojevic, 

2012).  When court proceedings are local, it allows more opportunity for victims and 

witnesses to be present.  Domestic trials may be much faster than international trials.  The 

perpetrator may receive swifter prosecution, victims do not have to wait as long for 

retribution or compensation, and the community can work on developing their local 

judicial practices (King, 2015).  Domestic courts have easier jurisdiction over genocide 

crimes, as they are prosecuting members of their own state, as long as the offenders are 

not recipients of impunity.  Prosecution within domestic courts may offer a greater sense 

of retribution to victims as they are more likely to be local and able to attend.  

Expectations of the court, such as deterrence for future crime and/or incapacitation of 

offenders may be more realistic at the local level; therefore, victim satisfaction with the 

process and/or the outcome may be more prevalent (Blake, 2014).  Victims are able to 

witness first-hand that “justice” is being done. 

 The details of the trials that are documented can be very different within the 

domestic and international judicial process.  Within domestic courts, the coverage of the 

proceedings has rarely been displayed as live newsfeed.  Therefore, reports can be subject 

to interpretation and careful editing (Ljubojevic, 2012).  If knowledge of these details is 

important for members of the communities, domestic courts may still be a better option 
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as there is easier access for witnesses to attend and provide their testimonies (Blake, 

2014). 

Truth and Reconciliation Commissions 

 

 Not unlike other victims of crime, victims of human rights violations also request 

recognition of the harm they endured (Cunneen, 2008).  A TRC provides a method for 

making this happen.  TRC’s are established to understand the history of conflict and are 

usually able to do so in much more detail than any other historical record (Hayner, 2011).  

A TRC seeks to detail the truth of events in ways that trials cannot.  Clark (2008) 

identified that personal narratives from victims can aid in recognizing the experiences 

that communities went through and identify other key individuals responsible for the 

gross violations.  However, due to the many ethnicities and cultures involved, especially 

those fighting amongst each other, a number of depictions of what is “truth” may change 

(Clark, 2008).  

According to Aldana (2006), there are different “truths” which can be established 

through a TRC.  A forensic truth refers to the hard evidence of the conflict that cannot be 

disputed, such as where the crime occurred or who was involved.  An emotional truth 

focuses on the psychological aspects that victim’s experience, and can be much more 

subjective.  By detailing the “truths” at a public hearing such as a TRC, detailed historical 

records can be established.  Public acknowledgement of traumatic events, either by 

allowing the hearings to commence at all, or by providing detailed documentation that 

may be distributed, can help prevent violations of human rights from reoccurring in the 

future (Chapman, 2009). 
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 TRC’s were developed by governments of the communities involved as a way to 

try and understand what happened, determine who was responsible, why the conflict 

occurred, as well as to fully document the events (Teitel, 2003).  Unlike trials, TRC’s are 

based on the experiences of victims and their versions of events that took place.  

Thousands of statements from victims and other witnesses are made available, 

representing the fact that the experiences they had are being taken seriously, and 

acknowledging the atrocities that occurred (Hayner, 2011).  However, this leaves the 

evidence subjective, and in many cases it cannot result in prosecution of perpetrators, 

even though some TRC’s have identified key players and recommended prosecution be 

pursued (Chapman, 2009; Hayner, 2011).  A TRC is viewed as a possible way of creating 

reconciliation within a community as well as providing opportunity to hold individuals 

responsible for war crimes accountable even if they cannot be formally prosecuted 

(Leebaw, 2008).  Reparation programs may be created from a TRC by providing the 

government with relevant information in order to implement them as quickly as possible.  

Resolutions to legal issues, such as addressing the civil matters that occur following death 

of a family member, may also be resolved (Hayner, 2011).  Chapman (2009) detailed an 

extensive list of the benefits of a TRC, including: 

1) Establish an authoritative and historically accurate record of the past 

2) Overcome communal and official denial of the atrocity, violence, or abuses 

and gain official and public acknowledgement of them. 

3) Identify victims of human rights violations and abuses. 

4) Certify whether applicants for reparations qualify as victims. 
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5) Create a “collective memory” or common history for a new future not 

determined by the past. 

6) Identify the architects of the past violence and exclude, shame, and diminish 

perpetrators for their offenses (p.94) 

 

 A political establishment may be involved in order to create a space for the 

dialogue to transpire, with the individuals who were directly involved in the conflict able 

to share their experiences and hopefully attain some answers about why they were 

victimized and what happened to their loved ones (Weitekamp, Parmentier, Vanspauwen, 

Valiñas, & Gerits, 2006).  Cunneen (2008) suggested that the state should be responsible 

for the reparation of their victims, and hold their own TRC’s so they are not passed onto 

other states to make these efforts to repair the damage. 

 There has been some opposition to TRC’s.  In many cases of human rights 

violations, women and children especially have been victim to torture and rape.  This 

alone presents a stigma that has not been reduced globally yet, and may not be a topic 

that is voluntarily spoken of due to its delicate nature.  A TRC may not be beneficial to 

hearing those particular experiences (Shaw & Waldorf, 2010).  TRC’s require voluntary 

testimony from each victim.  Speaking of personal trauma, especially if that trauma is 

experienced by socially marginalized groups, TRC’s might increase the chance of re-

victimizing those who are sharing their experiences.  Violence of a sexual nature has also 

been widely unreported.  Victims may be uncomfortable providing information about 

these experiences when there is opportunity for it to become public record (Hayner, 

2011).  TRC’s may not be thought of to carry empirical validity, as the sources of 

information are personal examples that may be considered biased.  Kritz and Finci (2001) 
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enhanced this discussion by identifying that each ethnic group may view their own 

culture as victimized by the others.  A TRC may provide comparisons between groups to 

highlight similarities and differences as each is given the opportunity to share their 

stories.  Sharing stories may allow those involved to reach a better understanding of those 

they initially may have considered enemies, as well as identify their own actions that 

could be considered harmful.  Dukalskis (2011) added to this by reporting that 

opportunities to share personal encounters can lead to enhanced historical records as well 

as to promote reconciliation.  

 A TRC was developed in the FRY in 2001.  It was established in order to 

construct a record about the conflict, specifically the historical factors that attributed to it, 

to make comparisons between their society and others with similar experiences, and to 

provide these results to the general public (Nikolic-Ristanovic, 2008; Ostojic, 2007).  

Dimitrijevic (2012) identified many limitations to this TRC.  It was comprised of mainly 

Serbs because the FRY only consisted of Serbia and Montenegro at that time, and did not 

expand participation to include those of the states of the Former Yugoslavia.  The TRC 

could not summon witnesses and therefore relied solely on voluntary participation.  The 

examination was undertaken to understand the historical reasons behind the overall 

conflict, not specifically focused on the individual atrocities of the early 1990’s; 

therefore, was suspected to have an agenda in which to clear the Serbs of responsibility 

(Dimitrijevic, 2012).  The TRC was also not expected to restore harmony amongst the 

victims or to promote truth-telling, and even though public dissemination was an initial 

component, no public hearings were held and no records were distributed (Dimitrijevic, 

2012; Ostojic, 2007).  Successful TRC’s not only focus on the liabilities of the human 
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rights violations, but also on the social contexts and personal experiences, therefore, this 

TRC for the Former Yugoslavia was not a successful endeavor.  Nevertheless, further 

extra-judicial efforts are underway.  RECOM (Regional Commission tasked with 

establishing the facts about all victims of war crimes and other serious human rights 

violations committed on the territory of the Former Yugoslavia in the period from 1991-

2001) was developed in 2004 (Fischer & Simic, 2016).  NGO’s and families of missing 

persons voted in favour of a regional approach in order to establish facts about what 

happened (“What is RECOM?”, 2015).  This initiative is tasked with investigations of 

war crimes, listing names of all victims, and recording information about camps involved 

in forced detention (“What is RECOM?”, 2015).  To date, conferences, hearings, and 

workshops have been held around Serbia, Bosnia, and Croatia, and more than half a 

million signatures have been received in support of this initiative (Fischer & Simic, 2016; 

“What is RECOM?”, 2015).   

Theoretical Framework – TARR-III Model 

 

 As indicated above, the TARR-III  model was developed in order to look at the 

issues present following periods of transition, as well as what procedures were needed in 

order to overcome the past (Jones et al., 2012).  Following additional research, the initial 

four components were expanded to include a current total of seven.   

The results of a survey completed in Bosnia in 2006 showed that respondents felt 

a high level of emotional harm stemming from the conflict in the Former Yugoslavia, 

which led to the development of the second stage of the model, the TARR-II, which 

added the components of trauma and trust (Jones et al., 2012).  A further evaluation of 

the model added dialogue as the seventh component, central to the entire model.  It was 
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considered important by respondents to be able to talk about the events that happened and 

for an authority figure to provide some space for these discussions to occur.  Trust and 

reconciliation were combined into a single component as the research identified them as a 

single variable (Jones et al., 2012).  The latest version of the TARR-III model separated 

the concept of accountability into two separate concepts: imposed obligations and active 

responsibility.  “Imposed obligation” requires offenders to make restitution as ordered by 

the court.  “Active responsibility” involves offenders voluntarily trying to make amends 

(Jones, Parmentier & Weitekamp, 2014).
1
 

 

 
                                                           
1
 Weitekamp et al. (2006) discussed key principles of restorative justice in relation to the components of the 

TARR model.  Within the model, truth includes participation of those involved as well as community 

stakeholders.  Accountability acknowledges responsibility of offenders as well as re-integrating them back 

into society.  Reparation relates to the principles of repairing the harm towards victims, not just punishing 

the offenders.  Finally, trust and reconciliation recognizes the principle that crimes are not just a violation 

of the laws but also of the harm caused to people.  
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Components 

The initial TARR model considered four components as critical to needs that 

should be addressed.  The truth of the events needs to be known, accountability needs to 

be demonstrated by offenders, reparation to victims needs to be explored, and 

reconciliation of the community and how that is made possible also needs to be 

considered.  The TARR-II model included components of victim trauma, and trust in the 

new regime, judicial bodies, etc.  The current development of the TARR-III identified 

that dialogue between all involved parties is also a central component to rebuilding 

society after mass conflict.  For the purpose of this research, the focus is to be on the 

component of reparation as well as what victims identify as key features of being able to 

move forward.  While not all aspects of the model are examined in this research, the 

components of dialogue and trauma are incorporated, by assessing if the use of dialogue 

influences respondents support for reparation, and whether or not this aspect is mediated 

by level of trauma.   

Truth 

One of the components of the TARR-III model is truth, which may include all 

different versions of what the “truth” of events is.  The legal truth may be the details that 

are agreed to throughout the retributive court process that cannot be disputed, such as 

forensic evidence.  Social truth may also be incorporated which comes from witnesses 

sharing their versions of the events by engaging in public debate or discussion 

(Parmentier & Weitekamp, 2007; Weitekamp et al., 2006).  A personal truth is 

recognized through individual accounts about their own experiences, which could be 



45 

 

similar to social truth, and the healing truth recognizes these narratives and incorporates 

them into the context of human relationships (Parmentier & Weitekamp, 2007).  

Truth is an important aspect because not only do individuals want to know what 

happened to their loved ones, it is important for the global community to be made aware 

of these violations (Parmentier & Weitekamp, 2007).  According to Serbian residents, 

establishing the truth was seen as a main goal of criminal prosecutions, with a majority 

also suggesting that both victims and offenders should be given the opportunity to share 

the details of their experiences (Valiñas et al., 2009b).  The same opinions were also 

shared with the Bosnian respondents (Valiñas, Parmentier & Weitekamp, 2009a).  Mixed 

feelings were noted from Serbian residents about why they wished the truth to be 

established and even more varied when asked if the past should be forgotten.  For those 

who were still missing family members, forgetting may not be ideal (Valiñas et al., 

2009b).  Truth was also measured in both Bosnia and Serbia by incorporating questions 

about where the respondents believed the stories should be told, such as in courts, public 

settings, small gatherings, or through the media (Jones et al., 2012).  

Accountability  

Accountability is necessary, not only in order to identify that justice has been 

served, but also to demonstrate that the new democracy in these areas will be subjected to 

all laws (Parmentier & Weitekamp, 2007).  Accountability, and how the offenders choose 

to make amends, was also considered important by victims within Bosnia-Herzegovina in 

2006.  It made a difference as to whether accountability was established through imposed 

obligation or active participation (Weitekamp et al., 2006).  Imposed obligation may 

include restitution payments ordered by the court, for example.  Active responsibility 
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may include voluntary assistance to victims, confessions, or apologies from the offender 

(Jones et al., 2014).   

Respondents in Serbia in 2007 were asked who they thought should be held 

responsible for war crimes, with political leaders accounting for the highest majority.  In 

general, larger political/international groups were chosen as the ones who should be held 

accountable above specific individuals (Valiñas et al., 2009b).  There have been some 

challenges in who should be considered accountable for crimes such as the leaders of the 

groups who issued the orders, or also including individuals who may not have necessarily 

participated in the violence, but did nothing to prevent it (Parmentier & Weitekamp, 

2007).  Serbian residents also identified that confessions, return of material goods and/or 

property, and apologies were important and signified offenders being accountable for 

their actions (Parmentier et al., 2014).   

Reconciliation 

 Reconciliation is viewed through victims perceptions of what the overall social 

relationships and structures would need to be reached in order to move forward 

(Weitekamp et al., 2006).  Reconciliation includes many different groups of people and 

can arise from a top-down or bottom-up approach.  Four different forms of reconciliation 

were identified following the South African TRC.  These include coming to terms with 

what has happened, addressing conflict between specific victims and offenders, 

addressing conflict at the community level, and addressing conflict at the national level 

(Parmentier & Weitekamp, 2007).  Top-down approaches to reconciliation would include 

efforts from governing bodies to reunite the community, whereas bottom-up approaches 

come from the residents themselves.  Reconciliation stems from a renewed trust among 
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groups who were initially fighting against one another (Valiñas et al., 2009a).  

Reconciliation may also be initially viewed as going back to the way society was prior to 

the conflict.  In cases such as these, it is not always realistic or appropriate for the old 

regime to be the norm.  Therefore, reconciliation can also mean looking forward to 

develop new ways of life (Parmentier & Weitekamp, 2007).  Given the diversity of 

ethnicity within the region, the Serbian survey asked respondents if reconciliation could 

be possible between groups.  The groups that identified the most positive responses 

(possible to reconcile) were Serbs and Slovenians, with the least likely as Kosovo Serbs 

and Kosovo Albanians (Valiñas et al., 2009b).  The Bosnian survey asked if they thought 

the people of Bosnia-Herzegovina could reconcile, with the highest percentage (40%) 

indicating yes (Valiñas et al., 2009a).   

Trauma 

Victims of human rights violations are expected to have undergone physical and 

psychological damage; therefore, addressing trauma is a major priority.  The population 

of Serbia experienced very similar types of trauma that other areas ravaged by war crime 

also experienced.  Trauma was measured by asking respondents about their experiences 

of physical, material and/or emotional suffering (Jones et al., 2012).  Physical trauma 

includes acts such as personal injury, torture, or sexual abuse.  Material trauma consists 

of loss or damage to their personal property or loss of income.  Emotional trauma consists 

of anger, fear, anxiety, depression, and stress (Parmentier et al., 2014).  Among the 

Serbian residents that were interviewed, the highest case of trauma was that of emotional 

trauma, followed by material trauma, and then physical trauma (Parmentier et al., 2014).  

Physical trauma may be the least common, not because it did not happen as often, but 
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perhaps because those who experienced physical trauma were less likely to survive in 

order to be interviewed.  The individuals remaining may have been more likely to have 

lost a family member, or be displaced and lose their material items.  Trauma needs to be 

taken into consideration at each stage of rebuilding.  Feelings of residents may change 

over time with different physical or psychological needs (Valiñas et al., 2009b).  

Trust 

 There needs to be trust in order for individuals and society to move forward.  If 

trust does not exist, then there is a reduced likelihood that residents would be responsive 

to planning and strategies on how to re-develop their environment following mass 

conflict (Parmentier & Weitekamp, 2007).  Including, but not limited to, those who were 

traumatized, others within the area need to be able to continue with their daily activities, 

so trust within the society needs to be rebuilt for all (Parmentier & Weitekamp, 2007). 

Following a survey completed in Bosnia - Herzegovina in 2006, respondents identified 

that trust was important between individuals and other groups in order to move forward.  

The TARR-III model combined trust with reconciliation, as it became clear that being 

able to trust others again was critical in whether or not reconciliation could be 

accomplished (Jones et al., 2012).  At the time of the survey in 2006, the majority of 

residents in Bosnia - Herzegovina had indicated that trust had not yet been rebuilt.  This 

was due in part to the politicians and the trauma that was still evident in the community, 

yet some also indicated that the tribunal developed for prosecuting war criminals was 

also aiding in making trust a reality (Valiñas et al., 2009a).  Similar to the results on 

reconciliation, a majority of Serbian respondents did believe it was possible for Serbs and 
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Slovenians to trust each other, with the other groups of the opinion that this was less 

likely (Valiñas et al., 2009b).   

Dialogue 

The final component added to the latest version of the TARR-III model was 

dialogue.  It was considered important by respondents to be able to talk about the events 

and for some space to be assigned so discussions can happen (Jones et al., 2014).  

Dialogue has been strongly related to the “active responsibility” component of 

accountability.  Dialogue is much more effective towards offenders taking responsibility 

for their actions, rather than having it imposed on them following a court proceeding 

(Jones et al., 2012).  This may be related to restorative justice components in that facing, 

or hearing from the victim, affects the offenders level of remorse or understanding of 

their crime.  In turn, this also increased the level of trust/reconciliation with respondents 

(Jones et al., 2012).  Survey questions asked residents of Serbia if telling others about 

their experiences would make them feel better.  Initially, it appeared that a majority of 

respondents did not feel that telling stories was important in their recovery; however, this 

is to be explored in more detail in the current research (Parmentier et al., 2014).  Bosnian 

residents were also asked about where stories should be told, including within courts (not 

considered a dialogical approach; however, is a venue where stories may be shared), 

TRC’s and within small groups.  Results showed that respondents who were favourable 

of dialogue were also more likely to believe that trust/reconciliation could be had (Jones 

et al., 2012).   

Reparation 
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Reparation can include any methods that have, or will be attempted either by 

specific offenders, or of the international community to repair the harm that was done 

(Valiñas et al., 2009b).  The United Nations divided reparation into five categories: 

restitution, compensation, rehabilitation, satisfaction, and guarantees of non-repetition.  

States have been obligated to provide reparation to citizens when they have been victim 

of international conflict.  These categories are outlined in the Basic Principles and 

Guidelines on the Right to a Remedy and Reparation for Victims of Gross Violations of 

International Human Rights Law and Serious Violations of International Humanitarian 

Law, adopted in December 2005 (United Nations General Assembly, 2005).   

 Serbian residents were asked what they would like to see happen to repair the 

harm done to them through war crimes.  They identified four common responses: if they 

could know why it happened, for a memorial to be established, their suffering to be 

acknowledged and to know what happened to their loved ones (Jones et al., 2012).  A 

majority of them prioritized the acknowledgement and development of the truth.  Many 

individuals and their families were displaced, therefore knowledge of what happened may 

also be considered to ease their uncertainty.  Forgetting was an option posed to residents; 

however, they did not feel this was a viable solution (Parmentier et al., 2014).  

Respondents were also asked if they felt it was important to tell others about their 

experiences during the conflict.  For both the Serb and Bosnian respondents, a significant 

number of them thought it would not make them feel better; and over half of the Croat 

respondents replied in the same manner (Parmentier et al., 2014).  The Human Rights 

Chamber in Bosnia in 2002 contributed funds to the Institute for Missing Persons that 

could be claimed by family members of those who were still not located.  Throughout the 
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surveys in the Former Yugoslavia, finding out what happened to loved ones was a 

priority for respondents (Palassis, 2014).  Respondents within Serbia in 2007 received a 

high correlation of wanting to know what happened to people who went missing and 

having direct family members included within this group (Parmentier et al., 2014).  

Considering the dynamics of war-torn regions, it is generally assumed that men and 

women suffer from different experiences (Valiñas et al., 2009b).  Especially when the 

military are dispensed, men may be more likely to experience physical violence (possibly 

causing death).  Within the surveys completed in Bosnia-Herzegovina in 2006, and 

Serbia in 2007, this may be an explanation as to why reports of, and needs of reparation 

to combat physical trauma were less than material or emotional trauma.  

 Victims note that accountability of offenders, and the reparations that are offered 

either at an individual or governmental level, could be considered helpful towards 

reducing their suffering (Jones et al., 2012).  The ICTY is not able to provide 

compensation to victims, but it can order offenders to return property to their owners.  

However, financial reparations provided have been rare.  Due to the inability of the ICTY 

to provide financial reparation to victims, they have been seeking this through the 

domestic courts in the states who were responsible (Palassis, 2014).  Collective reparation 

measures usually begin with the requests and feedback from victims.  However, this 

could have implications as the victims are determining the outcome that is quite 

subjective, as opposed to individuals in a professional/legal capacity (Rosenfeld, 2010).  

Collective reparation cannot address individual needs (such as monetary payments, return 

of property); therefore, collective and individual measures may both need to be 

incorporated.  However, addressing reparations as a group ensures that no victim is left 
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without (Rosenfeld, 2010).  If victims are provided reparations at the financial and non-

financial level, it paves the way for further reconciliation as well as further development 

of international legislation (Palassis, 2014). 

 Offender accountability and reparation are also closely linked.  By utilizing both 

imposed obligation and active responsibility, harms can be addressed.  It was also 

suggested that recording all of the names of the victims could be helpful for reparation.  

While this is a daunting task, it could be considered a memorialization as well as 

identifying those who are still lost so families can receive some closure (Pavkovic, 2000).  

Another form of reparation may be to consider that each governmental body who was 

involved in the conflict offer some form of compensation to the victims and their families 

(Pavkovic, 2000).  Victims of mass violence oftentimes lose their property or are 

displaced to another region.  This can affect them being able to continue their avenue of 

employment, or continue their education in order to receive gainful employment 

(Rombouts & Parmentier, 2009).  Individual reparation could take this form of 

compensation, to return property and/or provide financial supplement.  Collective 

reparation can still be used for groups of people who may have had similar experiences, 

not necessarily harmed in the same way at the same time (Rosenfeld, 2010).  Reparations 

are more likely to reduce the difference between victims and offenders, and therefore can 

reduce victims desire to pursue their own retribution (David & Choi, 2009).  TRC’s and 

memorials are examples of collective reparations that can apply to entire groups 

(Rosenfeld, 2010).  Similar to accountability, the challenge lies in determining who is 

responsible in providing these reparations (Parmentier & Weitekamp, 2007).   
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 This chapter presented an overview of the various paradigms of justice as well as 

how they could be used to address the aftermath of mass violence.  It provided an 

overview of the wars involved during the breakup of the Former Yugoslavia between 

1991 and 1995, and responses to this conflict have already utilized some of these judicial 

responses.  It also discussed the creation and evolution of the TARR-III model to respond 

to the needs of victims following atrocities such as those currently being researched, and 

serves as the theoretical framework from which current research questions were 

developed as discussed in the following chapters.  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

  This chapter provides the methodological approach to the current research, which 

utilizes secondary data analysis of a survey distributed to residents of Serbia in 2007.  It 

begins with a discussion around secondary data analysis, including advantages and 

limitations to the overall method as well as to the current research.  It then presents an 

overview of the survey tool, sampling procedure, and the data collection method.  The 

operational definitions as they pertain to the current research will also be discussed, 

followed by the proposed analytical process.  

Secondary Data Analysis 

 Secondary data analysis is the utilization of a previously existing dataset 

completed by original researchers (Anderson, Prause & Silver, 2011; Hakim, 1982).  A 

purpose of secondary data analysis is to explore additional hypotheses not previously 

considered by undertaking additional analyses (Hakim, 1982).  The researcher is able to 

develop his/her own assessment of the collected data, which may differ from the initial 

intent of the original research (Kiecolt & Nathan, 1985).  Previous research using the 

Serbian survey focused on the accountability of offenders and symbolic reparation 

(Parmentier et al., 2014).  For example, data from Bosnia - Herzegovina was previously 

analyzed, focusing on respondents perceptions of reconciliation (Jones et al., 2012).  The 

current research focuses on what Serbian residents perceive as important in regards to 

reparation and if this is influenced by their demographics.  It also compares dialogical 

and court approaches towards reparation, and whether or not the level of trauma 

experienced by residents had an influence on which approach they preferred.  Surveys 

were previously completed in Bosnia - Herzegovina in 2006 and Serbia in 2007.  Only 

data from the Serbian survey is to be used for this research.  
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Advantages of Secondary Data Analysis 

 In addition to the benefit provided to the researcher, wherein secondary data 

analysis eliminates the data collection process, there are additional advantages to using 

this method.  Secondary data analysis is most importantly very cost effective.  It requires 

no travel and fewer personnel to assist the researcher in compiling the data (Anderson et 

al., 2011; Kiecolt & Nathan, 1985).  The researcher is also more likely to have access to a 

large sample size and/or access to a population that may not currently be attainable 

(Hofferth, 2005; Kiecolt & Nathan, 1985).  Secondary analysis can be useful when 

studying vulnerable populations.  Numerous interviews, surveys, and testing may be 

detrimental to the respondents (Hyman, 1972).   

The researcher is required, nevertheless, to be extremely knowledgeable of the 

dataset being utilized, which can be time consuming to learn.  The researcher may be able 

to build on what was already accomplished for future research (Kiecolt & Nathan, 1985).  

A concern of many researchers is the age of the data being used in secondary analysis as 

questions may arise regarding its viability in the current context.  Depending on the 

research question, there may be no reason to believe that the social situation of the 

population being studied has changed (Hakim, 1982).  The population may have changed 

slightly, but issues may still be current.  Parmentier et al (2014) studied respondents’ 

perceptions within both Bosnia and Serbia, which highlighted that despite some regional 

differences, both identified issues that remained current and unanswered, such as how to 

address the past and rebuild trust among residents.  When collecting and reporting survey 

data, confidentiality of respondents and informed consent must be adhered to (Kelley, 

Clark, Brown & Sitzia, 2003).  As the current researcher is utilizing secondary data 
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analysis, no ethical clearance was required for the current research as no contact was to 

be made with participants.  In addition, the data set did not provide any responses that 

could identify any individual participant and the analysis only provides aggregate 

findings; therefore, any potential concerns regarding anonymity and confidentiality were 

minimized.  

Disadvantages of Secondary Data Analysis 

 While there are numerous advantages of secondary data analysis, there are also 

disadvantages to utilizing another researcher’s data.  The current researcher does not have 

any control of the questions asked, the overall design and implementation of the survey 

tool, or the timing of the data collection; therefore, the researcher cannot revisit any 

questions if an item is determined to be missing (Anderson et al., 2011; Hofferth, 2005).  

This also includes the inability to repair errors, for example, a sampling bias that may 

have been made in the original data (Kiecolt & Nathan, 1985).  It is also rare within 

secondary data analysis that the data being used includes all items that the current 

researcher wishes to evaluate.   

When using secondary data analysis, it is common that a researcher will consider 

a topic of interest based on data that is available, rather than an original research idea 

(Hofferth, 2005).  The research questions of the current study may need to be amended to 

fit within the data set that is available for use (Kiecolt & Nathan, 1985).  Therefore, it is 

also common and problematic that the current researcher develops his/her hypotheses 

based on the data available rather than vice versa (Hofferth, 2005).   

Specifically in regards to this project, while the overall current research subject 

was based on interest by the researcher and grounded in theoretical context, the research 
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questions and hypotheses had to be developed with the existing survey questions and data 

in mind.  Due to the inability to ask additional questions or clarify existing ones, the 

independent variables were limited to the demographics asked of the respondents and 

could not include all important concepts raised in the literature.  For example, levels of 

trauma experienced have been identified as important concepts.  Within the survey, 

questions were asked to assess levels of physical and material trauma such as “did 

someone try to kill you?” and “did you suffer loss of property?”  Emotional trauma was 

not broken down to ask respondents their level of anger, depression, or fear to name a 

few; therefore, this could not be explored.  Most importantly, the dependent concept of 

interest - reparation - was not covered as broadly as the literature suggests.  As noted 

previously, the UN addressed five categories of reparation.  The survey questions asked 

of Serbian residents did not cover the areas of “rehabilitation” and “guarantees of non-

repetition”; therefore, these categories of reparation are unable to be explored.    

Survey Construction  

 Valiñas et al (2009b) developed the Serbian survey in 2007.  The overall 

framework of the study was based on previous research carried out through semi-

structured interviews, conducted in Croatia in 2005, and Bosnia - Herzegovina in 2006.  

The survey was developed in order to determine what principles of restorative justice are 

applicable when addressing mass violence, and hoped to determine how using restorative 

justice can be used in post-conflict situations.  Although the survey was not specifically 

designed to test the TARR-III model, the theoretical model is used to provide the 

overarching framework upon which the results of the analyses are assessed in this study.   
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The research method was a printed self-administered quantitative survey 

consisting of 43 questions, which respondents completed by writing their answers 

directly on the survey (Parmentier & Weitekamp, 2013).  All but one of the questions 

were closed-ended.  Of the closed ended questions, some consisted of mutually exclusive 

responses, such as “yes” or “no”, while others had multiple possible answers (Valiñas et 

al., 2009b).  The overall questionnaire was separated into two parts.  The first section 

comprised of questions regarding the respondent’s level of victimization and perceived 

suffering, both during and after the war.  The second section highlighted the initial four 

components of the TARR-III model, asking respondents about truth, accountability, 

reparation, and reconciliation (Parmentier et al., 2014).    

Sample  

 The completion of the survey and subsequent data collection was undertaken with 

the assistance of the Victimology Society of Serbia, Prof. Dr. Vesna Nikolic-Ristanovic 

and Daniela Bjelic.  Approximately 19 Serbian NGOs were provided with the printed 

questionnaire to distribute to members and non-members of their groups.  These 

organizations primarily worked with refugees, victims of torture, and war veterans.  

Twelve-hundred printed questionnaires were distributed by the above NGOs to 16 

different locations throughout Serbia.  Of these, 922 were returned fully completed, 

resulting in a response rate of 85%.  Stratified quota and convenience sampling were used 

to gather the respondents.  Convenience sampling alone would result in some potential 

bias as respondents would have been selected based on their relevance and availability to 

the research.  Stratified quota sampling selects respondents based on a specific trait but 

selects groups from an entire population (Healey, 2005).  A bias may still occur if 
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information about the population is unknown and therefore information is limited on how 

many respondents should be used from each group in order to generalize the results 

(Healey, 2005).  Given this, there is still potential to commit a Type I error
2
 by rejecting 

the null hypothesis.  

Valiñas et al (2009b, p.7) selected the respondents based on the following strata: 

 Geographical location was important, with residents from as many areas of 

Serbia as possible aimed for, particularly respondents from Belgrade, West 

and Southeast Serbia.  Kosovo was excluded from the survey distribution.  

 The researchers aimed primarily to target respondents who were involved 

in and/or affected by the war when it occurred.  The main targets were 

respondents aged between 26 and 64 years old at the time of survey 

distribution.  There was also a target to include 10% of respondents aged 

between 18 and 25, and an additional 10% aged over 65.  Respondents 

between 18 and 25, as well as the main target population were selected as 

they either currently hold influential positions within the country, or will 

do so in the future, therefore their opinions may influence future 

development.   

 The researchers aimed for an equal divide in gender between male and 

female respondents, as experiences during war are different; therefore, 

opinions may be different.  Men may have more experiences in active 

battle resulting in physical trauma, whereas women may experience more 

effects of emotional and material trauma.   

 

Religion and ethnicity were considered important in the strata sample; however, 

respondents were not selected specifically on this unlike the Bosnian survey in 2006.  

Due to Serbia being an already diverse religious/ethnic region, by distributing the survey 

to as many areas as possible, this guaranteed a representative ethnic mix of respondents.  

While stratified sampling is beneficial as it ensures that the population is representative 

of the specific traits the researcher is trying to capture, it can be problematic if 

information about the population is missing (Healey, 2005).  For example, the researchers 

may have assumed that the population of each area in Serbia consisted of a mix of 

                                                           
2
 A type I error is to reject the null hypothesis when there is in fact, no effect (Healey, 2005). 
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religion and ethnicity; however, without knowledge of each population who received 

surveys, this may not be accurate.   

Operational Definitions 

Dependent Variable 

Reparation has been defined by the United Nations to include five categories: 

restitution, compensation, rehabilitation, satisfaction, and guarantees of non-repetition 

(Palassis, 2014).  When looking at events of mass violence, reparation includes 

approaches attempted by not only specific offenders, but also the entire international 

community (Valiñas et al, 2009b).  Jones et al (2012), from research conducted in Bosnia 

- Herzegovina in 2006, measured reparation as respondent’s satisfaction with the options 

that were presented to address the harm done.  This included knowing the reasons why it 

occurred, establishing memorials, acknowledgement of suffering, and knowing what 

happened to loved ones.   

The Serbian survey divided reparation into two categories.  The first asks 

respondents what would make them feel better, including “if I could tell others about my 

experiences”, “if I could know the reasons why”, “if I could know what happened to my 

relatives”, “if a memorial would be built in honor of those who suffered the violence”, “if 

everyone could forget what happened”, “if the truth about all the facts and events would 

be known”, “ if my suffering would be acknowledged”, and “if all those who suffered 

would forgive”.  The second category asks respondents what they think should happen to 

those responsible, including “they should be prosecuted outside the Former Yugoslavia”, 

“they should be prosecuted in one of the Former Yugoslavia countries”, “they should be 

obliged to pay money to the victims”, “they should be obliged to return property/goods 
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they stole”, “they should be obliged to do other work for the community or victims”, 

“they should confess to what they have done”, and “they should apologize for what they 

have done” (Valiñas et al., 2009b).   

 For the purpose of this research, the newly created variable of overall support for 

Reparations was based on the responses related to the questions investigating 

Compensation/Restitution and is combined of the questions “they should be obliged to 

pay money to the victims”, “they should be obliged to return property/goods they stole”, 

and “they should be obliged to do other work for the community or victims”.  These three 

questions were recoded so that 1 – strongly disagree, 2 – disagree, 3 – I don’t know, 4 – 

agree, and 5 – strongly agree, then computed so overall scores ranged between 3-15.  The 

newly computed variable, using the additive index, was then recoded so any scores 

between 3 and 13 were equal to 0 – not strongly agreeing with reparation, and scores 

between 14 and 15 were equal to 1 – strongly agreeing with reparation.  A score of 14-15 

indicates that respondents either “strongly agreed” with all three questions or “strongly 

agreed” with two questions, and “agreed” with the third.  A reliability analysis was 

performed on these variables resulting in a Cronbach’s alpha of .729, indicative of strong 

internal consistency (Field, 2013).   

Demographics and Additional Independent Variables 

Valiñas et al (2009b, pp. 40-42) included demographics of respondents as the 

following:  

 The researchers aimed primarily at individuals who were involved in 

and/or affected by the war.  Numerous questions were included in the 

survey regarding forms of trauma experienced, as well as a question 

asking if they were an active participant in the war.  

 To determine age, respondents were asked “how old are you?” 

 Respondents were asked to identify themselves as either Male or Female. 
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 To determine employment status, the respondents were asked to respond 

“yes” or “no” as to whether they were employed within the last six 

months.  

 Respondents were asked to identify their highest level of education 

 Respondents were asked to identify their religious affiliation from 

Catholic, Jewish, Muslim, Orthodox, Other, or None.  

 Respondents were asked to identify their ethnicity from Albanian, Bosniak 

(Muslim), Croat, Hungarian, Roma, Serb, Other, or None.  

 

All above demographics with the exception of “were you a member of an organization 

that gathers victims/war veterans?” are included in the analysis with the addition of some 

newly created ones that will be discussed.  For the purpose of this research, age was 

maintained as a continuous variable, gender was maintained as respondents identifying as 

either male or female, and employment status was maintained as “yes” or “no”.  The 

following variables were recoded from their original form for the purpose of the analyses 

conducted in this study. 

 The original question regarding ethnicity asked respondents to select from 

“Albanain”, “Bosniak”, “Croat”, “Hungarian”, “Roma”, “Serb”, “None”, or “Other”. In 

reviewing the distribution of these responses a high majority identified themselves as 

“Serb”; therefore, this question was recoded so that 1 – Serb, and 0 – Non-Serb.  

The original researchers asked respondents what level of education they had 

received.  This question has been recoded into “less than post-secondary” and “post-

secondary”.  The initial options of “primary school”, “high school (vocational, medical or 

gymnasium)”, “high school”, and “higher school (2 years of university)” have all been 

recoded as 0 – less than post-secondary.  The options of “university degree”, “masters 

degree”, and “doctoral degree” have all been recoded as 1 – post -secondary.  Given the 

additional variables throughout this analysis are mainly divided into two groups it makes 

sense to divide the question regarding level of education as well in order to perform 
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similar analysis as other variables.  Initial descriptive analysis identified that almost half 

(44.9%) of respondents had completed high school, and an additional 46% had completed 

some higher education (a university degree).  Respondents who were able to complete 

post-secondary education may have different personal experiences and advantages that 

allowed them to do so.  Those who were able to participate in post-secondary education 

may have access to more resources, which may suggest a lower level of overall trauma 

experienced.  This research hypothesizes that those with higher education are more 

strongly in favour of overall reparation.    

Respondents were asked to identify if they were an active participant in the war 

by responding “yes”, “no”, or “I don’t know”.  For the purpose of this research, “I don’t 

know” has been recoded as a missing variable as it does not provide any concrete 

information about the respondents.  

Respondents were asked if their reason for supporting the prosecution of those 

accused of crimes was out of a need to seek revenge.  The original question asked 

respondents to choose an answer on a 4-point Likert scale that included “strongly 

disagree”, “disagree”, “agree”, and “strongly agree”.  For the purpose of this research all 

responses of “disagree”, “agree” and “strongly agree” were recoded as 0 – don’t strongly 

disagree, and all responses of “strongly disagree” were recoded as 1 – strongly disagree.  

This differentiation identifies the population with a likely unwavering opinion towards 

prosecution for revenge; therefore, the researcher can assume that the respondents with a 

score of 1 are not in favour of prosecution for revenge, indicating they may be favourable 

towards other approaches, dialogue included.   
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An entirely new variable was created to determine whether the respondents were a 

direct victim of war.  This variable was created by combining the original questions of 

“did you suffer loss of property?”, “did you suffer loss of income?”, “did you suffer 

injury?”, “did someone try to kill you?”, “did someone hold you in detention?”, “did 

someone torture you?”, “did someone sexually abuse you?”, “were you forced to leave 

the country where you lived?”, and “were you forced to leave the place where you 

lived?”.  Respondents were initially asked to identify the answer to these questions from 

“yes”, “no”, and “I don’t know”.  Similar to the above question which asked respondents 

to identify if they were an active participant in the war, these nine questions were recoded 

to simply indicate “yes” and “no”, with “I don’t know” as a missing variable.  “I don’t 

know” became a missing variable as it does not provide any concrete information about 

the respondents, therefore was eliminated.  While one could consider recoding “I don’t 

know” responses to the modal category, this data contained too many missing cases; 

therefore, re-assigning these responses would ultimately skew the results.  These 

questions reflect material, emotional and physical traumas that could be associated with 

victimization; therefore, these questions were deemed relevant to create the overall 

variable.  Once recoded, all nine questions were computed using the additive index so the 

overall score would range from zero to nine.  This new variable was then recoded so any 

score of 0 = 0 (not a direct victim of war) and scores ranging from 1 to 9 = 1 (direct 

victim of war).  

Telling Stories - The Spectrum from Non Dialogical to Most Dialogical 

Based on previous research, and taking into consideration that within cases of 

mass violence an individual may be both victim and offender.  Serbian respondents were 
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asked where they thought stories about the events should be told.  These questions were 

used to assess the range of dialogical approaches that could be incorporated.  The most 

formal, and non-dialogical, is the court.  A court process more frequently follows that of 

the traditional retributive justice paradigm.  Promoting trials for offenders is symbolic in 

that it is a formal condemnation of their actions (David & Choi, 2009).  Following crimes 

against humanity, these retributive processes can be observed in either domestic courts or 

international tribunals.  An approach mid-way between a formal and informal approach is 

that of a TRC.  A TRC is enacted as a way to find out the truth of events that may not be 

available within a trial, and include stories from victims and witnesses rather than 

offenders (Hayner, 2011).  A TRC not only focuses on violations that have occurred, they 

also take into consideration the social contexts and individual experiences, aspects that 

trials also do not include (Dimitrijevic, 2012).    

Dialogue, unlike traditional court processes, emphasizes the importance of 

victim`s involvement (Danieli, 2006).  Johnstone (2002) identified that it is important for 

all involved in the crime to have the opportunity to speak about the events.  This includes 

individuals involved, as well as community members.  Dialogue may allow emotions 

from both victim and offender to be shared and may also include narratives from both 

sides in order to try to come to an understanding and agree on an outcome (Johnstone, 

2002; Van Ness & Strong, 2010).  Umbreit and colleagues (2007) definition of dialogue 

included providing the victims with a voice in the judicial process, as well as helping the 

offenders to develop empathy.   

The questions included in the analysis to highlight where respondents thought 

stories should be told were “in a court”, “in a TRC”, and “in small groups with other 
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ethnicities present” to address the range between formal (non dialogical) and informal 

(most dialogical) venues.  Telling stories in small groups with other ethnicities present is 

indicative of the most informal dialogical approach.  Telling stories in court is indicative 

of the most formal and non-dialogical approach.  TRC’s fall somewhere in the middle, as 

they are based on victims accounts of events that could be considered informal, yet held 

in a formal setting.  These questions were initially coded as 1- strongly disagree, 2- 

disagree, 3- agree, and 4 – strongly agree.  Similar to previous variables, these were 

recoded so that “strongly disagree”, “disagree”, and “agree” were recoded as 0 – don’t 

strongly agree, and all responses of “strongly agree” were recoded as 1 – strongly agree. 

Suffering   

Another new variable named “Suffering” was developed to see how much overall 

trauma was experienced by combining results of physical, material and emotional trauma 

both during and after the war.  Within the original survey, respondents were asked to rate 

their level of suffering on all three components both during and after the war.  In order to 

create this new variable, all six questions were initially recoded.  The new scoring on 

each included 0 - I did not suffer, 1 - very little, 2 - I don’t know, 3 - A little, 4 - A lot and 

5 - Very much.  The original coding included “I don’t know” as -1.  This was re-coded as 

“2”, as it was determined to be a neutral response; therefore, should fall between not 

suffering at all, and suffering very much.  Once recoded, all six questions were summed 

to create the overall variable of “Suffering” with scores ranging from zero to 30. 

Analysis 

 The first analysis involves basic descriptive statistics.  This includes using 

frequencies to identify who answered each survey question of interest.  For example, 
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when analyzing how many men and women participated in the survey, frequencies will 

show how many respondents from the entire survey population identified their gender.  

The next step is to examine the relationship between the respondent’s demographics and 

reparation.  This is done by assessing a cross-tabulation between support for reparation 

and each independent variable using a Chi-Square Test for Independence and then 

inspecting a measure of strength of association if a relationship is present.  Chi-square 

identifies whether or not there is a relationship between categorical variables (Field, 

2013).  Chi-square is very useful for survey questions when only one response is to be 

selected.  A chi-square analysis identifies whether or not a relationship is significant, but 

does not identify the strength of this relationship.  Therefore, Cramer’s V is used to 

determine the strength of association, ranging between 0 and 1 (Field, 2013).  A t-test is 

used to analyze the relationship of the independent variables of “age” and “suffering” 

with the dependent variable of support for reparation, as they are continuous variables, 

whereas the other independent variables are based on frequencies.  

 Logistic regression is used to further analyze the relationship between reparation 

and the independent variables utilized in the chi-square and t-test analysis.  The bivariate 

analysis, while important, only tests the relationship of the independent variables 

individually with that of reparation.  A multivariate analysis, which includes all variables 

within the same model, also tests the relationship of each; however, controls for the 

effects of the other variables.  Control assesses the unique contribution of each variable.  

Including all predictor variables within the model, significant in the bivariate analysis or 

not, allows for increased variability.  Any significant findings within the multivariate 

analysis show that they have not been influenced by the additional predictors.  The 
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overarching goal of logistic regression is to predict what category a respondent will 

belong to based on additional criteria (Field, 2013).  Logistic regression is the most 

appropriate multivariate analysis possible for this research as the outcome variable is a 

binary variable.  For the purpose of this research, the binary categories are that of either 

strongly agreeing with reparation or not.  Predictor variables in logistic regression are 

either categorical or continuous variables, as are the current independent variables.  All 

predictor variables that were included in the chi-square and t-test analysis are included 

within the logistic regression.   

Explanatory (causal) models such as this are interested in finding out what factors 

affect the overall response and follows a very specific procedure (Shmueli, 2010).  

Variables of interest are based on theoretical constructs and only tested once the 

measurements have been defined (Shmueli, 2010).  Explanatory models are much more 

favourable towards secondary data analysis, as used in this research, as the variables of 

interest can be operationalized pertaining to the researchers interests.  This is not always 

possible in additional models, such as predictive (Shmueli, 2010).  Explanatory models 

offer conclusions based on statistical power, which can be turned into policy 

recommendations, another aspect that this current research also aims to do.   

This chapter focused on the development and implementation of the survey tool 

used in this secondary data analysis.  Operational definitions are described in detail, as 

the current researcher has modified some of the original variables in order to analyze the 

data effectively.  This was followed by a brief overview of the numerous analyses to be 

used.  
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Chapter 4: Analysis and Finding 

 This chapter presents the findings from the analyses proposed in chapter three.  

The researcher reports the basic descriptive statistics first, followed by bivariate analysis 

that includes results of initial chi-square and t-test analysis.  The researcher undertook a 

logistic regression analysis to understand the relationship between the independent 

variables and participant support for reparation.   

Descriptive Statistics 

Analyzing frequencies for categorical variables provides a base description of the 

characteristics of the respondents.  Frequencies take into account the mean, median, and 

mode of the data as well as any possible skewness or kurtosis (Field, 2013).   

Overall, 922 individuals responded to the survey which translates to a response 

rate of 85% of the target population, as described in chapter three.  There was an almost 

even split between male and female, with 47.6% (439) identifying as male, and 52.3% 

(482) identifying as female.
3
  Almost three-quarters of respondents were Serbian (74.9%, 

691).  Slightly more than half of respondents reported being employed for the past six 

months (54.4%, 502).  Most of the population surveyed did not have post-secondary 

education (66.3%, 611).  Approximately three-quarters of respondents identified they 

were not active participants in the war (76.2%, 703).  A number of respondents (24.5%, 

226) did not answer the following question, were they a direct victim of war; however, a 

majority of those who did answer (67.1%, 467) identified they were not.  Unlike the 

previous questions, the percentages for this variable regarding direct victim are reflective 

of the number including missing variables, as it accounts for more than 10% of responses.   

                                                           
3
 All percentages are reported without the number of missing cases unless they are above 10% 
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For the analysis, age remained unchanged as a continuous variable.  The mean 

age was 41.98 years with a standard deviation of 13.69, and a median of 41.00.  The 

overall rate of suffering, developed as a scale to maintain it as a continuous variable, had 

a mean score of 16.44, with a standard deviation of 8.60 and a median of 16.00.  The 

highest rate of suffering possible was 30, which is the result of adding the participants’ 

rate of physical, material, and emotional trauma both during and after the war, each with 

a value ranging from zero to five.  Therefore, the average for respondents was slightly 

Table 1: Summary of Demographic Variables 

Variable Categories % (N) Without 

Missing 

Values 

% With 

Missing 

Values 

Gender (N= 921) Male 47.7% (439) 47.6% 

 Female 52.3% (482) 52.3% 

 Missing  .1% (1) 

    

Ethnicity (N= 891) Serbian 77.6% (691) 74.9% 

 Non-Serbian 22.4% (200) 21.7% 

 Missing  3.4% (31) 

    

Employment (N= 914) Not Employed (past 6 

months) 

45.1% (412) 44.7% 

 Employed (past 6 months) 54.9% (502) 54.4% 

 Missing  0.9% (8) 

    

Education (N= 918) Less than Post-Secondary 66.6% (611) 66.3% 

 Post-Secondary 33.4% (307) 33.3% 

 Missing  0.4% (4) 

    

Active Participant in the 

War (N= 851) 

No 82.6% (703) 76.2% 

 Yes 17.4% (148) 16.1% 

 Missing  7.7% (71) 

    

Direct Victim of the War 

(N= 696) 

No 67.1% (467) 50.7% 

 Yes 32.9% (229) 24.8% 

 Missing  24.5% (226) 
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over the mid-point value of 15, indicating a combination of numerous forms of trauma.   

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics of Continuous Variables 

Variable Mean Median Standard Deviation 

Age 41.98 41.00 13.69 

Suffering 16.44 16.00 8.60 

 

While comparative values were not available for each demographic variable, it 

can be noted that the original researchers, based on their sampling techniques, were able 

to sample participants that were representative of the Serbian population based on 

geographical distribution, age, gender, and religion/ethnicity.  While the original data 

collection process did not specifically select respondents based on their religion/ethnicity 

as they were in the survey in Bosnia - Herzegovina in 2006; the geographical distribution 

within Serbia was designed to ensure that the diverse religious and ethnic groups were 

accounted for (Valiñas et al., 2009b).  

The questions surrounding the concept of a dialogical approach to justice asked 

participants where stories about the events should be told: in a court, in a TRC, or in 

small groups with other ethnicities present, which yielded similar results to each other.  

Accounting for missing variables, 54.1% (446) of respondents did not strongly agree with 

stories being told in courts.  This was almost identical to 53.8% (428) also not strongly 

agreeing with stories being told in a TRC.  A higher percentage of respondents (62.2%, 

473) did not strongly agree with stories told in small groups with other ethnicities 

present; however, a higher percentage of respondents failed to answer the latter question 

(17.5%, 161).  These results indicate that over the entire population surveyed, before 

assessing for other contributing factors, slightly more than half were not strongly in 
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favour of this dialogical approach
4
.  Alternatively, there are similarities between 

respondents who supported the dialogical approach even though they did not make up a 

majority of the population.  Respondents who strongly agreed with telling stories in one 

of the locations were also likely to support stories told in other locations. 

 With regard to the dependent variable, reparations, many cases were missing 

(58.2%, 537) as observed with other variables above.  Of those who did respond, 57.7% 

(222) of respondents did not feel very strongly about reparation, whereas 42.3% (163) 

did.  This variable resulted in many more missing responses than previous questions, 

which could be due to the variable consisting of a number of individual survey items not 

answered by all respondents.  Nevertheless, these results indicate that, of the respondents 

who answered all of the questions, there were fewer in favour of reparations than against.  

Respondents were asked if they thought those responsible for what happened 

should be prosecuted to take revenge.  Many of the respondents failed to answer this 

question (32.8%, 302).  However, when utilizing “valid percentages” which accounts for 

missing cases within the data 59.5% (369) strongly disagreed with this statement, and 

40.5% (251) did not strongly disagree.  This indicates that a majority of respondents did 

not believe that individuals should be prosecuted for the purpose of revenge.   

 

 

 

 

                                                           
4
 Distributions for all three questions regarding where stories should be told showed skewed responses to 

that of “strongly agree”.  Given these skewed distributions, all three were recoded to either “strongly agree” 

or “don’t strongly agree,” which included all other responses of “agree”, “I don’t know”, “disagree” and 

“strongly disagree”.   
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Chi-Square and T-Test Analysis 

 Chi-square analysis tested the relationship between the categorical independent 

variables and the respondents’ overall support for reparation.  When performing chi-

square analysis if the probability is less than .05 the researcher can suggest that the 

variables are statistically correlated with each other – that they are not independent of 

each other (Field, 2013).  In the event that the variables are related, it is desirable to 

Table 3: Summary of Non-Demographic Variables 

Variable Categories %(N) Without 

Missing Values 

% With Missing 

Values 

Prosecution for revenge    

 Don’t strongly 

disagree 

40.5% (251) 27.2% 

 Strongly disagree 59.5% (369) 40.0% 

 Missing  32.8% (302) 

Reparation    

 Don’t strongly 

agree 

57.7% (222) 24.1% 

 Strongly agree 42.3% (163) 17.7% 

 Missing  58.2% (537) 

Telling stories in a court    

 Don’t strongly 

agree 

54.1% (446) 48.4% 

 Strongly agree 45.9% (379) 41.1% 

 Missing  10.5% (97) 

Telling stories in a TRC    

 Don’t strongly 

agree 

53.8% (428) 46.4% 

 Strongly agree 46.2% (367) 39.8% 

 Missing   13.8% (127) 

Telling stories in small 

groups with other 

ethnicities present 

   

 Don’t strongly 

agree 

62.2% (473) 51.3% 

 Strongly agree 37.8% (288) 31.2% 

 Missing  17.5% (161) 
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determine the strength of the relationship; therefore, based on the level of measurement 

of the variables, the researcher used Cramer’s V as a measure of association.   

The researcher ran a chi-square analysis for the categorical independent variables 

of gender, ethnicity, employment status, education, active participant in the war, direct 

victim of the war, supporting prosecution in order to take revenge, and telling stories in a 

court, TRC, and in small groups with other ethnicities present to understand their 

relationship with reparation.  Telling stories in a TRC was statistically significant, χ
2
 (1) 

= 22.61, p < .05, indicating that those who support telling stories in a TRC strongly agree 

with reparation.  The strength of this relationship was moderate (Cramer’s V = .248)
5
.  

Telling stories in a court was significant, χ
2
 (1) = 18.97, p < .05, indicating that those who 

support stories being told in court also strongly agree with reparation.  The strength of 

this relationship was moderate (Cramer’s V = .227).  Finally, telling stories in small 

groups with other ethnicities present was also significant χ2 (1) = 27.14, p< .05, 

indicating that  supporting telling stories in groups increased support for reparation.  The 

strength of this relationship was also moderate (Cramer’s V = .224).    

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
5
 According to Healy and Prus (2013), when identifying the overall strength of a relationship using 

Cramer’s V, values between 0.00 and 0.10 are considered weak, values between 0.11 and 0.30 are 

considered moderate, and values greater than 0.30 are considered strong.  
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Table 4: Crosstabulation of Demographic and Recoded Variables with Strong Agreement with 

Reparations 

 Strongly Agreed with Reparation Chi-Square (χ
2
) Cramer’s V 

 Yes No   

 

Gender     

Male 40.2% (74) 59.8% (110) .719 NA 

Female 44.5% (89) 55.5% (111)   

 

Employment     

Yes 41% (84) 59% (121) .299 NA 

No 43.8% (77) 56.3% (99)   

     

Ethnicity     

Serbian 42.1% (120) 57.9% (165) .308 NA 

Non-Serbian 45.5% (40) 54.5% (48)   

 

Education     

Less than Post-Secondary 45.2% (114) 54.8% (138) 2.43 NA 

Post-Secondary 36.9% (48) 63.1% (82)   

 

Participant in the War     

Yes 44.6% (41) 55.4% (51) .128 NA 

No 42.4% (112) 57.6% (152)   

 

Direct Victim     

Yes 83 (43.5%) 56.5% (108) .000 NA 

No 43.3% (39) 56.7% (51)   

 

Prosecute for Revenge     

Strongly disagree 43.5% (87) 56.5% (113) .402 NA 

Don’t strongly disagree 40.1% (61) 59.9% (91)   

 

Tell Stories in a TRC     

Strongly agree  54.5% (102) 45.5% (85) 22.61* .248 

Don’t strongly agree 30.0% (54) 70.0% (126)   

 

Tell stories in groups/other 

ethnicities present 

    

Strongly agree 57.4% (89) 42.6% (66) 27.14* .274 

Don’t strongly agree 30.1% (62) 69.9% (144)   

 

Tell stories in court     

Strongly agree 53.7% (94) 46.3% (81) 18.97* .227 

Don’t strongly agree 31.3% (60) 68.8% (132)   

Note: * = p < .05 
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Chi-square analysis was performed to test the relationships between the three 

“telling stories” variables because all were significantly related to participants’ support 

for reparation and indicative of a range of dialogical approaches.  The relationship 

between  strongly agreeing with telling stories in a court and telling stories in small 

groups with other ethnicities present was significant, χ
2
(1) = 49.47, p < .05.  The strength 

of this relationship was moderate (Cramer’s V = .257).  51.2% of respondents who 

strongly agreed with telling stories in small groups also strongly agreed that stories 

should be told in courts.  The relationship between strongly agreeing with telling stories 

in a court and in a TRC was significant, χ
2
 (1) = 61.50, p < .05.  The strength of this 

relationship was moderate (Cramer’s V = .284).  60.2% (209) of respondents who 

strongly agreed with telling stories in a TRC also strongly agreed that stories should be 

told in a court.  Finally, the relationship between strongly agreeing with telling stories in 

small groups with other ethnicities present and telling stories in a TRC was significant, 

χ
2
(1) = 155.99, p < .05.  The strength of this relationship was strong (Cramer’s V = .457).  

73.5% (205) of respondents who strongly agreed with telling stories in a TRC also 

strongly agreed that stories should be told in small groups.  These results indicate that the 

strongest relationship is between small groups with other ethnicities present and TRC’s, 

which are reflective of an informal (and more dialogical) process.  While significant, the 

weakest relationship was between that of telling stories in small groups and in a court, 

comparing an informal approach with that of a formal one.  These results support the idea 

that these approaches fall on a spectrum from most dialogical (and least formal) to non-

dialogical (and most formal).  Furthermore, these results suggest that respondents 

consider telling stories to be important, regardless of the setting in which they are shared.   
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Table 5: Crosstabulation of Telling Stories 

 Telling stories in a TRC Chi Square 

(χ
2
) 

Cramer’s V 

 Strongly Agree Don’t Strongly 

Agree 

  

Telling stories in small 

groups with other ethnicities 

present 

    

Strongly agree 73.5% (205) 26.6% (124) 155.999* .457 

Don’t strongly agree 26.6% (124) 73.4% (343)   

 

Telling stories in a court     

Strongly agree 60.2% (209) 39.8% (138) 61.503* .284 

Don’t strongly agree 31.9% (133) 68.1% (284)   
 
 

 Telling stories in small groups with 

other ethnicities present 

Chi Square 

(χ
2
) 

Cramer’s V 

 Strongly Agree Don’t Strongly 

Agree 

  

Telling stories in a court     

Strongly agree 51.2% (171) 48.8% (163) 49.474* .257 

Don’t strongly agree 26.2% (109) 73.8% (307)   

Note: * = p < .05 

 

Independent samples t-tests were conducted for “age” and the newly created 

“suffering” scale to explore their relationship with “reparation” by comparing the means 

of different groups (Field, 2013).  This test found that there is statistical significance in 

the relationship between age and support for reparation, t(380) = -3.40, p < .001.  This 

result indicates that the older population report greater support for reparation.  The 

relationship between the rate of suffering and reparation, t(331) = -3.31, p < .001 was 

also statistically significant such that the more overall trauma a respondent experienced 

(material, physical, and emotional) the more likely they were to agree with reparation.  
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Table 6: Age, Degree of Suffering and Strong Agreement with Reparations 

 Strongly Agree With Reparation   

 Yes No t df 

Mean Age 44.69 40.33 -3.40* 380 

(12.33) (12.39) 

Mean Degree of 

Suffering  

21.15  18.17  -3.31⃰ 331 

(7.82) (8.35)  

Note.  * = p < .001.  Standard Deviations appear in parentheses below means. 

 

Logistic Regression 

 Logistic regression was performed to test the effects of respondent’s 

demographics, as well as the additional independent variables of overall suffering, direct 

victim, active participant, prosecution for revenge, and telling stories in a court, TRC, and 

in small groups on the likelihood that they strongly agree with reparation.  Because 

multicollinearity cannot be tested with logistic regression, a linear regression was 

performed with all variables included.  None of the variance inflation factors were over 2; 

therefore, collinearity is not considered a problem (“Collinearity Diagnostics”, n.d).   

 As age increased, respondents were 1.04 times more likely to strongly agree with 

reparation.  This means that a respondent aged 40 would be 10.39 times more likely to 

agree with reparation when compared to a 30-year-old respondent, for example.  

Respondents aged 18 at the time of survey distribution were approximately six years old 

at the time of the conflict; therefore, would have vastly different experiences.  The older 

the respondents were at the time of survey distribution, the more likely they were to have 

been actively involved in or affected by the war.   

Those who strongly agreed with telling stories in a TRC were 2.11 times more 

likely to also strongly agree with reparation.  Respondents who strongly agreed with 

telling stories in groups with other ethnicities present were 2.41 times more likely to 
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agree with reparation, and respondents who strongly agreed with telling stories in court 

were 1.98 times more likely to agree with reparation.  While all three “telling stories” 

variables were significant, the relationship between telling stories in small groups with 

other ethnicities present and reparation was stronger than the relationship between the 

other venues and reparation.  This confirmed the above findings in the chi-square 

analysis.  Of interest, the only variable that was significant in the t-test analysis, yet not 

significant in the logistic regression analysis was suffering.  This result is suggestive that 

the possibility of a dialogical approach would mediate the respondents overall degree of 

suffering.   

 The independent variables of gender, ethnicity, education, employment, active 

participant in the war, direct victim of the war, and prosecution for revenge were not 

significant in either the chi-square or logistic regression results, indicating there is no 

relationship between these variables and overall support for reparation as defined by this 

research.  Aside from age, which is significant in both models, results indicate that 

perspectives of a retributive (telling stories within a court) or dialogical (telling stories in 

a TRC or small group) approach are important in determining whether reparation is 

supported. 

The model summary indicated that 20.1% of the variation on strongly agreeing 

with reparation is explained by the logistic model (Cox & Snell R
2
= .201) and the model 

was statistically significant (χ
2 

(11) = 44.542, p < .05) suggesting that the predictor 

variables do have an effect.  There is a positive relationship between the predictors and 

the prediction (Nagelkerke’s R
2
= .268).  The probability that the model will correctly 

classify respondents who strongly agreed with reparation (sensitivity) was correct 64.0% 
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of the time.  The probability that the model correctly identified respondents who did not 

strongly agree with reparation (specificity) was correct 71.8% of the time (“Sensitivity, 

Specificity”, n.d).  Overall, in accordance with the classification table, the cases were 

correctly classified 68.3% of the time.   

Table 7: Logistic Regression of Support for Reparation 

Variable B S.E Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Ethnicity -.088 .403 .047 1 .828 .916 

Education -.550 .360 2.328 1 .127 .577 

Age .038 .014 7.255 1 .007* 1.039 

Gender .024 .370 .004 1 .948 1.024 

Employed -.016 .334 .002 1 .961 .984 

Suffering .032 .027 1.479 1 .224 1.033 

Active participant -.148 .448 .108 1 .742 .863 

Direct victim -.016 .421 .001 1 .969 .984 

Prosecution for revenge .305 .360 .719 1 .396 1.357 

Tell stories in a TRC .747 .355 4.440 1 .035* 2.111 

Tell stories in a group with other 

ethnicities present 

.880 .358 6.032 1 .014* 2.411 

Tell stories in a court .684 .337 4.123 1 .042* 1.982 

Note: * = p < .05.   

 

Due to the number of missing cases, analysis was performed to assess the 

distributions of those variables included in the model, and those who were not to 

determine whether results were potentially biased.  The demographic variables of age, 

gender, employment status, ethnicity, and education all yielded similar distributions.  

Active participant, direct victim, suffering, prosecution for revenge, and all three 

variables of where stories should be told showed varying distributions.  The smallest 

variance was that of active participant in the war, which increased by 9% in the model.  

Many more respondents (26.1%) who identified themselves as direct victims were 

included in the model.  This indicates that more respondents answered the questions and 

strongly agreed with reparation than those not included.  The average degree of suffering 
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increased by 4.71 within the model.  As noted in chapter three, respondents reported 

higher levels of emotional and material suffering than physical suffering; therefore, 

groups could differ from those included in the model and those who were not, based on 

the type of suffering they experienced.  Those who experienced material and emotional 

suffering may be more likely to respond to the questions surrounding reparation as they 

may relate directly to their personal experience.  The percentage of respondents who 

strongly disagreed with idea of prosecution for the purpose of revenge increased by 13% 

within the model.  Considering that the model focuses on reparation, it is not surprising 

that a greater number of respondents who disagreed with prosecution for the purpose of 

revenge showed support for reparation.  Even with an increased number of respondents 

included in the model, active participant, direct victim, prosecution for revenge, and 

degree of suffering were not significant within the logistic regression; therefore, even 

though distributions appear skewed, they did not influence the overall results.   

All three options of where stories should be told (in a court, TRC, and in small 

groups with other ethnicities present) showed an increased amount of respondents 

included in the model.  Telling stories in small groups with other ethnicities present 

increased by 23.4%, the highest percentage of these three variables.  Telling stories in a 

TRC resulted in a 22.8% increased presence in the model, and telling stories in a court 

resulted in a 16.6% increased presence in the model.  These results indicate that 

respondents within the bivariate analysis were more likely to agree with telling stories (a 

dialogical approach) than those within the full data set.  Since these variables all yielded 

significance, it is possible that the increased amount of respondents who already 
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supported a dialogical approach could have influenced the results, which is a limitation to 

the current study.   

Table 8: Included and Excluded Variables Comparison  

Variable Included Excluded 

Age Mean = 44.69 Mean = 41.98 

 

Gender   

Male 45.4% (74) 47.6% (439) 

Female 54.6% (89) 52.3% (482) 

Missing 0% (0) 0.1% (1) 

 

Employed   

Yes 51.5% (84) 54.4% (502) 

No 47.2% (77) 44.7% (412) 

Missing 1.2% (2) 0.9% (8) 

 

Ethnicity   

Serbian 73.6% (120) 74.9% (691) 

Non-Serbian 24.5% (40) 21.7% (200) 

Missing 1.8% (3) 3.4% (31) 

 

Education   

Post-secondary 29.4% (48) 33.3% (307) 

Less than post-secondary 69.9% (114) 66.3% (611) 

Missing 0.6% (1) 0.4% (4) 

 

Active Participant    

Yes 25.2% (41) 16.1% (148) 

No 68.7% (112) 76.2% (703) 

Missing 6.1% (10) 7.7% (71) 

 

Direct Victim   

Yes 50.9% (83) 24.8% (229) 

No 23.9% (39) 50.7% (467) 

Missing 25.2% (41) 24.5% (226) 

 

Prosecution for Revenge   

Strongly disagree 53.4% (87) 40.0% (369) 

Don’t strongly disagree 37.4% (61) 27.2% (251) 

Missing 9.2% (15) 32.8% (302) 

 

Telling stories in a court   

Strongly agree 57.7% (94) 41.1% (379) 

Don’t strongly agree 36.8% (60) 48.4% (446) 



83 

 

Missing 5.5% (9) 10.5% (97) 

 

Telling stories in a TRC   

Strongly agree 62.6% (102) 39.8% (367) 

Don’t strongly agree 33.1% (54) 46.4% (428) 

Missing 4.3% (7) 13.8% (127) 

 

Telling stories in small 

groups with ethnicities 

present 

  

Strongly agree 54.6% (89) 31.2% (288) 

Don’t strongly agree 38.0% (62) 51.3% (473) 

Missing 7.4% (12) 17.5% (161) 

 

Suffering Mean = 21.15 Mean = 16.44 

 

 This chapter presented the results of the analyses.  The next chapter discusses the 

results in relation to the theoretical underpinnings of the research as well as possibilities 

for continued research and policy recommendations. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusion 

Following periods of mass violations of human rights, nations and individual 

citizens struggle to address the crimes of the past utilizing various justice paradigms in an 

effort to move forward.  The predominant approach to addressing mass violence has 

focused on retributive methods of justice as represented by formal judicial proceedings 

and on occasion TRC’s.  While these certainly have a place in the overall process of 

seeking justice, the option of restorative-based dialogical processes deserve 

consideration.  It is in this context that this research, using secondary data from a 

population-based survey in Serbia, investigates one component of this transition, 

providing reparations to victims of mass violence.  This research was conducted to 

analyze what factors contribute to Serbian’s support for reparation following mass 

violence.   

A survey was distributed to Serbian residents in 2007, spanning 16 geographical 

locations and resulted in 922 returned surveys, a response rate of 85%.  While numerous 

judicial responses have already been implemented to make attempts to move forward 

following events of mass violence, such as the international courts and TRC’s, this 

research serves to determine if further action is needed to repair the harm done to victims.  

A multi-stage analysis was conducted including chi-square analysis and t-tests to test the 

relationship between the categorical and continuous independent variables and the 

respondents overall support for reparation as well as running a logistic regression model 

to assess variables used in the previous tests to gauge the factors contributing to overall 

support for reparation.   
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Discussion of Findings 

Age 

Following the independent samples t-test, age was a significant demographic 

related to strongly agreeing with reparation, indicating that the older the respondent, the 

more likely they were to have strongly agreed with supporting money being paid back to 

victims, property being returned to victims, and those responsible for the violence doing 

work for the victims or community.  It is important to keep in mind that the survey was 

distributed twelve years after the conflict ended; therefore, the youngest survey 

respondent would have been approximately six years old when the conflict was 

occurring.  A group of respondents were included who also represented age groups of 

individuals who may not have been directly involved in the war and therefore, may not 

have experienced as much, if any, physical, material, and emotional trauma.  The 

inclusion of both groups, those who were involved and those who likely were not, allows 

both perspectives to be considered.  It is possible that these additional age groups were 

still affected by the conflict; however, victimization may be that of a different nature as 

these groups were less likely to participate in active battle.  Ten percent of respondents 

were between the ages of 18 and 25 (6 and 13 at the time of the conflict) and another 

10% over 65 (53 and above at the time of the conflict).  The survey was distributed with 

an intention to gather a majority of respondents who were directly involved in and/or 

affected by the war; therefore, the target age group was between 26 and 64 (14 and 52 at 

the time of the conflict respectively) to represent those most likely involved in the 

conflict as victims and/or offenders.   
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Age was once again maintained as the only significant demographic following 

logistic regression.  The regression model, like the t-test analysis, indicated that as age 

increased, so did strong support for reparation.  Serbia accepted many refugees from 

Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina; therefore, it is not surprising that there was a high level 

of material trauma reported within this population.  Younger generations, while still 

possibly affected by the conflict are less likely to have directly lost property or finances; 

therefore, older age groups may be more supportive of reparation in the form of returning 

property or paying money as it compensates them for items lost and allows them to 

rebuild.  This could be of interest regarding future generations within Serbia.  The 

original researchers included respondents between the ages of 18-25 to assess attitudes 

and opinions of those who will hold future positions of authority in the country (Valiñas 

et al., 2009b).  These results suggest that the current younger population are least in 

favour of reparation as defined by this research, possibly because they were not directly 

affected as a parent/guardian may have been, and may have experienced different forms 

of victimization not currently addressed by this definition of reparation.  This could lead 

the way for future study as to what this age group are more likely to be in favour of 

following conflict, or what response they wish to see (if not already established).       

Suffering 

Suffering was based on the rate of overall physical, material, and emotional 

trauma both during and after the wars with the maximum possible score indicating that 

respondents experienced high levels of all three forms of trauma both during and after the 

conflict.  The original researchers reported that a combination of two or more types of 

victimization are common when war occurs (Valiñas et al., 2009b).  This statement is in 
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agreement with the current results that showed the reported average degree of suffering 

as 16.44.  The six variables inclusive of “suffering” each had a maximum score of five.  

An average of 16.44 indicates either a maximum score on three of the variables, or 

varying levels and combination of all six.  One’s degree of suffering was observed to be 

significant regarding one’s degree of support for reparation following independent 

samples t-test analysis indicating that as the overall level of suffering increased, support 

for reparation also increased.   

If respondents experienced numerous forms of trauma, reparation may be 

favourable if there are resources to replace the items that were lost.  It is important to note 

that in this data set physical trauma had the lowest reported rates; therefore, support for 

reparation could be reflective of the heightened reporting of material and emotional 

trauma.  As suggested previously, Serbia received many refugees, which may account for 

the more prevalent reporting of material trauma through loss of property.  Displacement 

can also account for levels of emotional trauma if respondents were separated from their 

families and loved ones and are still unsure of their whereabouts.   

Degree of suffering; however, was no longer a significant variable following the 

logistic regression.  It is possible that the idea of being able to share stories (in a court, 

TRC, or within small groups) mediated the degree of overall suffering victims 

experienced.  It must be noted that only the venues of court and TRC have been 

attempted.  Telling stories in small groups remains hypothetical at this time, yet the idea 

of it was clearly considered a beneficial option from respondents.  While a court is not a 

dialogical venue, the ability for victims/witnesses to tell their stories through testimonies 

maintains that it can be included in this approach.  It is possible that the desire to tell 
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stories about personal experiences became a very important concept.  The possibility of 

dialogue can be very therapeutic for both victims and offenders.  Dialogue allows 

feelings of remorse, fear, resentment and anger to be shared, and is even more successful 

when this is done in a secure space with no threat of retaliation (Johnstone, 2002).  

Meetings between victims and offenders can lead to a mutual understanding of each other 

and may develop agreements as to what each other need in order to move forward (Van 

Ness & Strong, 2010).  Allowing these events to occur provides opportunity for 

experiences to be shared that may otherwise remain suppressed, potentially leading to 

continued distress.   

Dialogue 

Unlike retributive processes, restorative justice principles focus on reparation to 

victims, involvement of all parties, and re-integration of the offender into society 

(Valiñas et al., 2009b).  A restorative dialogical approach allows emotions and narratives 

to be shared from perspectives of both victim and offender, and can lead to a mutual 

understanding of each other (Johnstone, 2002; Van Ness & Strong, 2010).  Telling stories 

in small groups, TRC’s, and courts were all significant following the chi-square analyses.  

These venues were selected from the survey questions for analysis as they provide the 

range from formal (court: not dialogical), to less formal (TRCs: somewhat dialogical) and 

informal (small groups: most dialogical), approaches.  Regardless of the setting, these 

results indicate that respondents were of the opinion that telling stories is important.   

Courts are not considered a dialogical approach; however, results indicate that 

they are still considered an important venue for experiences of mass violence to be 

addressed.  Courts create historical records that cannot be disputed, providing formal 
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recognition that the events occurred (Parmentier et al., 2014).  Victims/witnesses are not 

always required to participate in court proceedings; however, when they do provide 

testimony about the events, their story is shared and recorded.  While international courts 

such as the ICTY are not known for providing reparation following verdicts, domestic 

courts may require offenders to provide restitution to their victims; therefore, respondents 

may support courts for the opportunity that restitution may be ordered, as well as for their 

story to be told and recorded as evidence.   

TRC’s are based on the experiences of victims through storytelling and is 

considered a restorative approach (Hayner, 2011).  The information can be extremely 

subjective; therefore, the prosecution of those identified as offenders is not usually sought 

(Chapman, 2009).  Victims are also not implicated by any evidence that may show them 

to be responsible for any criminal acts that took place; therefore, the TRC can be 

considered a safe space for experiences to be shared (Kritz & Finci, 2001).  The benefit 

of this approach is that it is solely victim focused unlike a formal court
6
.  However, 

similar to a court, the stories shared are recorded in historical records  While a TRC is not 

developed with the intention to provide reparation to victims, it is still possible that 

following the detailing of experiences, offenders may volunteer, or a governing body may 

order reparations to be made.   

Telling stories in small groups with other ethnicities present also does not 

promote prosecution, but allows experiences of victims (and offenders) to be shared.  Not 

only are victims able to tell their story, the information provided is heard and 

acknowledged by other members of the group.  Formal records are not created in this 

                                                           
6
 Some TRC’s include offenders in the process.  For example, the South African TRC granted amnesty to 

some offenders in exchange for their information (Gade, 2013).   
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setting unlike that of a court or TRC.  Telling stories within small groups is indicative of 

the most dialogical approach, as well as most closely related to the restorative justice 

paradigm.  Restorative justice focuses on the active participation of all involved, as well 

as a personal acknowledgement by offenders as to the harm they have caused (Valiñas et 

al., 2009b).  Following statements from victims in these theoretical small groups, 

offenders can voluntarily provide reparation to victims, addressing the victims need for 

acknowledgement of events as well as material or financial reparation in order to repair 

the harm done.   

Since all three locations were significant regarding perspectives of reparation, all 

three were also tested amongst themselves to see if there were differences in respondents 

who were supportive of each location.  The strongest relationship was between that of 

telling stories in a small group with other ethnicities present, and in a TRC.  This is not 

surprising as both are representative of at least a somewhat informal process where 

experiences of victims are shared.  While still significant, the weakest relationship was 

between that of a small group and a court.  This result shows the relationship between a 

formal and informal process.  While a formal court process is not indicative of a 

dialogical restorative approach, victims are occasionally asked to attend court in order to 

testify.  While this is still in the hands of a governing body, testimonies allow for stories 

of events to be shared giving victims/witnesses at least some minor involvement in their 

case.  In some courts, victims are also welcome to submit a victim impact statement upon 

sentencing to describe how they have been personally affected by the crime (Manikis, 

2015).  Support for telling stories in a TRC and a court also result in a significant 

relationship.  While courts are a formal process and TRCs acknowledged as more 
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informal, the records established through each are available for public consumption and; 

therefore, historical records are created forever detailing the events that victims and other 

witnesses experienced.   

Telling stories in a court, TRC, and within small groups with other ethnicities 

present also remained significant within the logistic regression model which; as stated 

previously, is indicative that telling stories, regardless of the setting, has an influence on 

opinions of reparation.  As mentioned previously, the degree of respondents suffering 

was no longer significant following the t-test analysis when the possibility of dialogue 

was introduced in the logistic regression.  As noted, dialogue emphasizes the victim’s 

involvement in the event (Danieli, 2006).  Even within a formal judicial process, dialogue 

gives victims a voice and allows offenders to hear how their actions have affected others 

(Johnstone, 2002; Van Ness & Strong, 2010).  The option of dialogue may have mediated 

the experiences of trauma (identified as overall “suffering”).  The chance to share stories, 

whether in groups or through the retributive justice model, may have reduced the impact 

that trauma had on the respondents.  The ability to have a voice and have experiences 

acknowledged may have a more positive impact on respondents than reparation solely in 

order to respond to each level of suffering.  Overall level of trauma (physical, material, 

emotional) is no longer relevant when respondents are presented with the option of 

adding a dialogical approach in order to identify their support for reparation.   

Overall, age as well as where they reported telling stories about events should be 

told were the most notable factors that influenced respondents’ support for reparation 

following mass violence.  Responses to mass violence may generally be inclusive of only 

one form of justice, such as the international/domestic courts as noted throughout this 
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research.  However, in order to provide reparation, these findings would indicate that 

numerous responses are sought by victims.  While a retributive court was still an 

important factor, many victims also reported that more dialogical approaches such as a 

TRC and small groups could also be beneficial.  It is possible that victims consider each 

paradigm of justice as essential in order to move forward following mass violence in 

general; however, due to the limited nature of this research that cannot be generalized at 

this time.   

Limitations and Future Research 

There were numerous limitations throughout this research process, most of which 

resulted from utilizing secondary data analysis.  As detailed in chapter two, United 

Nations define reparation as belonging to five categories: restitution, compensation, 

rehabilitation, satisfaction, and guarantees of non-repetition (Palassis, 2014).  The survey 

questions asked of respondents only covered the categories of restitution, compensation 

and satisfaction, and was limited further to just compensation and restitution when the 

new dependent variable of reparation was developed.  As mentioned, many of the 

respondents identified loss of property and income as their primary source of 

victimization.  Therefore, for the purpose of this research, reparation included items that 

awarded damages or compensation to victims, not subjective items such as apologies and 

confessions from each offender that may or may not be guaranteed to occur.  Not only 

was the current researcher unable to revisit these survey questions, a limitation to 

secondary data analysis overall, the categories of rehabilitation and guarantees of non-

repetition were not addressed within the survey.  Future research could expand the survey 

questions to incorporate all forms of reparation as defined by the United Nations.   
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An additional limitation is surrounding the newly created variables of direct 

victim, suffering, and reparation.  Due to a high number of missing cases, the sample size 

was reduced to 199 within the logistic regression.  This occurred due to respondents 

failing to answer one, some, or all of the questions that were combined to form the new 

variables.  The current researcher is unable to identify why the respondents failed to 

answer these questions.  Future research could include addressing why respondents did 

not answer some of these questions, possibly due to the nature or wording of the 

question, or experience of the respondents.  

As addressed in chapter four, analysis was performed to assess whether the 

missing cases resulted in any bias towards results.  The data was filtered to test whether 

the distributions of the independent variables were similar when looking at the full data 

set of 922 respondents as well as accounting for missing cases.  While some 

demographics were similar, active participant, direct victim, prosecution for revenge, 

suffering, and all three telling stories variables resulted in different distributions.  Due to 

the limitations of secondary data analysis, these distributions could not be revisited.  

However, additional analysis
7
 suggested that while distributions may be dissimilar, the 

group of respondents included within the model compared to those who were excluded, 

with the exception of degree of suffering and prosecution for revenge, were not 

significantly different to each other.  Even though the distributions for these two variables 

were skewed, they were not significant following the logistic regression; therefore, this 

did not affect the overall results. 

                                                           
7
 The additional analyses involved analyzing the t-test and chi-square results with the missing variables 

removed to assess if results were dissimilar between the respondents included in the model, and those who 

were not.  
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There were also limitations surrounding the development of the suffering scale 

with that of emotional trauma.  The literature suggests that fear, anger, and depression, to 

name a few, are emotions experienced by those involved in conflicts such as these.  

While the survey questions not only asked the respondents to rate overall physical, 

material, and emotional trauma (which the overall suffering scale was developed with), it 

also asked respondents to identify individual experiences of physical and material trauma.  

Some examples of this are asking the respondents if they were victims of torture, or 

suffered loss of income due to the conflict.  Individual questions surrounding emotional 

trauma that may have been experienced were not asked, therefore future research could 

include questions such as these.  

With the establishment of RECOM, it could be of interest to question respondents 

again regarding their opinions on TRC’s.  Even though RECOM was initiated three years 

prior to the survey being distributed, due to further advances with this project, residents 

within Serbia may be more informed as to the purpose and availability of a TRC.  It is 

possible that increased knowledge could influence their responses to survey questions 

that asked if they were aware of what a TRC was, and if one could be helpful towards 

their population.   

The current model detailing the TARR-III suggests that each component may 

share equal probability with dialogue as a central influential component.  While these 

results suggest that dialogue maintains an influence, it may alternatively be a directional 

relationship, especially with that of reparation.  The current research addressed the 

possible direction of this relationship, as respondents who favoured a dialogical approach 

may also be more likely to support reparation.  Alternatively, it could be questioned as to 
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whether or not respondents who favoured reparation were also the ones who supported 

dialogical approaches.  Additional research may be required in order to determine this 

relationship.  At this time, it is difficult to describe potential modifications to the model 

overall as future research would need to be undertaken to test the effects of dialogue on 

each additional component to assess whether it becomes directional for all.    

While the option of telling stories in a court may be already well established due 

to retributive courts engrained as a judicial response, the additional options of telling 

stories in a TRC and within small groups with other ethnicities present may be somewhat 

hypothetical, as respondents may not yet have any direct experience with these venues.  

While the survey asked numerous questions pertaining to TRC’s, to the researcher’s 

knowledge, stories told in small groups with other ethnicities present has not yet been 

attempted.  Since respondents deemed these venues potentially beneficial, future research 

could include additional questions surrounding informal dialogical approaches.   

As noted, many of the limitations to this research are due to secondary data 

analysis and the inability of the researcher to revisit the survey questions or gain 

clarification from respondents as to their answers.  Additional research could be 

implemented to try to decrease the number of missing cases within future survey results, 

as well as implementing additional questions to further address emotional trauma, as well 

as the categories of reparation as defined by the United Nations.   

Policy Implications 

 This research adds to the limited research done on non-judicial responses to mass 

violence.  While retributive responses, such as courts, have been implemented worldwide 

and continue to be the predominant approach to transitional justice, it is clear that victims 
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also require additional efforts to meet their need for reparation.  This research 

demonstrates that dialogue, or the ability to tell stories about events is a key requirement 

in determining support for reparation.  While courts already have the authority to order 

re-payment of items lost (as noted in existing restitution programs), these results show 

that respondents are also asking for restorative dialogical approaches.  Restorative 

approaches consist of a heightened inclusion of both victims and offenders, and research 

has indicated that offenders are more likely to follow through when they are actively 

involved in the process.  Victims are therefore more likely to receive their reparations if 

the offenders view it as a voluntary act, rather than imposed by a court.  Courts do not 

always provide opportunity for victims to share their experiences; therefore, additional 

research pertaining to TRC’s as well as informal dialogical approaches needs to be 

considered when addressing the aftermath of crimes of this magnitude.   
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