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Indonesia: Restorative Justice for Healing a Divided Society

Duane Ruth-Heffelbower

Introduction

The modern Restorative Justice (RJ) movement be gan in North  America as a n approa ch to crime,

and in New Zealand as an approach to child welfare issues. Both were based on the communal

experience familiar to villagers worldwide. Societies which cannot afford to lock up those who

violate societal norms have traditionally used  restorative methods  to return  people  to productive

life in the community. (Zehr, 1990)

Over the past 20 years or so certa in principles of restorative justice have been recognized. These

principles have been applied to cr imina l beha vior, child welfare, school discipline, personnel

manageme nt, and other areas of human interaction. (M cCold, 19 99) In this pap er we will  explore

the use of these principles for healing a large and deeply divided society, the country of Indonesia.

The paper use s theory developed through years of practical application, and examines current

efforts to apply the principles to various aspects of Indonesia’s crises.

The Principles

Principles, by their natu re, attempt to b roadly defin e a field at a fundamental level. One can see

them either as a fence, describing what is inside or outside the field (a bounded set) or one can see

them as a center point, from which the field is described outwa rd in relationship to the center (a

centered set). We will be using the centered set idea here, offering principles of RJ and contrasting

principles. Any practice can be described as more or less restorative. What is difficult is describing

when a practice is not restorative. RJ does not lend itself well to yes/no thinking. Indonesian habits

of speaking do lend themselves to RJ discussion. One does not usually say something is “bad”

(jelek) but rather “less good” (kurang baik).
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Several people have offered sets of RJ principles (Ron Claassen, Paul McCold, Mark Umbreit, Dan

Van Ness, How ard Zehr and othe rs), all of which have similarity, drawing fro m each oth er. RJ is

a field where there has been significant collaboration by those doing the early work. For our

purposes here we will offer a new set of four principles, drawing from those which have gone

before while  aiming toward both simplification and application to the new goal of national

reconciliation. This new list of principles is offered in Appendix A with Ron Claassen’s larger set

designed for victim-offender reconciliation work in Appendix B for comparison.

Principle 1.  Violations of human relationships are important events which require

reconciliation at personal and community levels.

Commu nity life is impacted by interpersonal violations as well as inter-group violations. Societies

in the more developed world identify certain categories of violation for  attention at a c ommunity

level, and usually identify those violations as crimes. The next, lower intensity layer of violations

may receive some attention.

Presently  it is not commo n for public  commun ity institutions in developed or developing nations

to offer assistance to, or be involved in attempts to reconcile human relationships unless the

violation can be defined as a crime, or the legal system becomes involved in some other way, such

as in child custo dy cases. If the  violation can be described as a crime, it is more likely that these

commun ity institutions will focus on punishing the offender than focusing on the needs of the

victim or any needs for reconciliation. Howard Zehr has described this pheno menon w ell in

Changing Lenses (Zehr, 1990), the seminal book of the RJ field.  Generally speaking, less

developed commun ities are more likely to consider reconciliation important enough to warrant

commun ity action. Interestin gly, Danie l Van Ness finds the United Nations advocating for

communities involving themselve s in reintegration of victims and offenders into the life of the



Page 3 of  21

commun ity (Van Ness, 19 96). The fact that this is not widely known underscores the idea’s distance

from mainstream discussion.

This community blindness to the need for reconciliation seems to arise in part from the impact of

individualism as a world view. Where interpersonal problems are only seen as impacting the

individuals  involved, there will be no perceived need to involve the comm unity, unle ss crime is

involved. Where  the commu nity perceives a threa t to the general s afety, comm unity action  will

seem appropriate.

A way of describing the difference is the comparison between low and high context societies. D avid

Augsburger has provided one good description of the difference (Augsburger, 1992) first suggested

by Ruth Benedict (Benedict, 1934) which I have developed since (Ruth-Heffelbower, 1999a & b).

At a very basic level, a high context society can be called shame-based. The importance of face is

very high. Persons do not exist as individual actors, but as part of a family or clan. All actions are

done on behal f of th e family or clan . In such a socie ty the need to avoid losing face or causing

someone else to lose face, either of which causes shame, is the primary driving force behind many

cultural practices. Since the community is impacted by any action s of an individu al, it is natural for

the community to be involved in rectifying problems that arise between people.

To avoid  loss of face one must develop indirect methods of managing conflict. This also requires

more people to be involved. In consequence, the natural way for conflict of any kind to be managed

in a high context society is for someone outside the conflict to act as go-between, representing the

parties to each other, and the mo ral force of the  community  to both. Th e solution so ught is

restoration of the individua l relation ship, an d by ex tension  the peace of the  commu nity. A h igh

context so ciety does n ot see the po ssibility of peace in  the community when individuals are not at

peace.
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As I have described elsewhere, this desire for community peace works well in homogeneous

societies, but is not equ ipped to ha ndle conflic ts which cro ss cultural or c ommunity  lines. (Ruth-

Heffelbower, 1999a, 1999b)

Low context societies, and by now you will have guessed that they are made up of those whose

background or training emanates from northern Europe, see individuals as independent actors.

Shame is not desired, but neither is it so easily experienced. If a low context person is shamed, the

shame does not re adily sprea d to their family or clan. Low context people value freedom of action

and decision over avoidance of shame. They also value working directly on interpersonal problems,

and can be offended by a person who refuses to directly discuss a problem in the relationship.

Talking to others about the problem is seen as gossip, and wrong. These societies are also calle d

“guilt base d” since perso nal guilt may motiva te peop le who  are relat ively immune to shaming.

The community consequence of this low context world view is that individuals are  expected  to take

care of their own problems directly, not bothering the community with them unless community

security  is impacted. Principle 1 takes issue with this world view, and suggests th at the comm unity

is impacted sufficiently to have needs by violations of relationships which do not rise to the

intensity of crime. It further suggests that societies which do not recognize this impact and address

it have unmet needs for re conciliation . How tha t dynamic plays itself out will emerge as we

continue.

One other important dynamic separating the reconciliation practices of more and less developed

communities is the professionalization of social services in more developed communities. Rather

than going to see a wise person about a problem, developed, low context societies assume that the

appropriate  professionals must be involved. This means that there are significant financial issues

in the provision of services. I, for instance, charged $150 per hour for family mediation services
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in the U.S. Communities triage their problems, and only fund help for those seen as most damaging

to the social fabric. The low context world view does not see reconc iliation wor k as worth  fundin g.

Neither does it have an entrenched group of civil servants, as does the criminal justice system.

For these reasons, among many others, low context societies in developed areas dis agree with

Principle  1. Recon ciliation is a frill, a lu xury, not p ractical.  It is not quantifiable. People disagree

on whether  it has occurr ed in differe nt cases. It i s better to stay  with the law . Law is ration al,

verifiable, quantifiable. The trouble is that one can’t pass a workable law requiring reconciliation.

It has been tried, of course.

Societies in less developed parts of the world would agree with Principle 1, but generally lack

mechanisms for working at re conciliation  that crosses c ultural lines. T he situation  in Indonesia  is

one with many cross-cultural aspects. The tried and true methods which work within cultures do n’t

work across diffe rent cultures . I have previously  described a method of getting past that problem.

(Ruth-Heffelbow er, 1999a, 1999b) In very brief form, it requires teams of wise persons who

represent the various cultures involved.

Principle 2.  Violations of human relationships create needs and responsibilities.

Howard  Zehr is the person I first heard describe this principle. The idea is simple : when h arm is

done to a person  they have ne eds arising from  that harm, and when needs are raised by someone

else’s behavior, the responsibility to provide for those needs arises as well. This principle does not

say whose the responsibility is, that being left open for those affected to determine. A corollary to

Principle  1 would state that the responsibility is owned by the community, and that the

community’s responsibility includes deciding where the ultimate responsibility lies.
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Societies in the more developed parts of the world usually have highly developed mechanisms for

assigning responsibility for harm. Trial lawyers in America, and I can talk about these people since

I have been one, would say that for every harm  there is a reme dy. The s ystem of ass igning liability

for that remedy is the court system. This system is most highly developed in the United States

where there is a lawyer for each 300 people, more or less, and cases involving injury are handled

by lawyers for the injured party on a contingent fee bas is, meaning the lawyer has to win to get

paid. 

Getting paid is the problem when it comes to a system for assigning responsibility for harm from

violation of relationships.  In most cases, the harm is either something that money is inapprop riate

for repairing, or, particularly where the violation rises to th e level of crimina lity,  the violation is

done by someone who has no money or who remains unknown. This is why w e see lawsuits against

the owner of a public building where a crime occurred, predicated on a burned out lightbulb which

allowed the malefac tor to lie in wait. There is no point in suing the criminal, who is unlikely to be

found in a ny event.

So the nation with  the most sop histicated bla me-placing sy stem has no  comparab le system where

the desire is for a remedy which isn’t cash-based. Less developed parts of the world lack a legal

system able to rearrange stacks of money reliably, but have good systems for assigning

responsib ility for harm brought about by a violation of human relationships. Once again, the lack

of a professional or civil service class of persons who ea rn their living through assigning fault frees

the community to w ork on matters where relationsh ips within the commun ity are what matter.

Can these traditional systems be called upon when the nation is divided along ethnic or religious

lines, and in need of reconciliation among many people?
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Principle 3.  Restorative Justice is a reconciliation process by which needs created by a

violation are met a nd responsibilities crea ted by a violation are  acknowledged.

I have not yet seen books on restorative justice by two different p eople who used the same

definition of “restor ative justice,” nor do I plan to cha nge that pattern  here. Neve rtheless, ther e is

some agreement w ithin the field o n what res torative justice loo ks like. As mention ed earlier, it  is

usually a simple matter to decide whether one practice is more or less restorative than another

practice, but difficult to say when a practice is not restorative. Principle 3 acknowledges the process

nature of RJ. RJ is not, by  its nature, something that has a clear beginning an d ending. 

Principle  3 also defin es RJ as a re conciliation  process. R econciliatio n, to some extent, is a

necessary goal of an y practi ce wh ich seeks  to be res torative. W hile it is po ssible to  seek revenge

and incidentally use a process which is restorative, the revenge motive tends to drive out the

possibility of reconciliation, but not alw ays. 

I once mediated a victim offender case where the offender w as a youn g man who  participated  with

others in damaging a young wom an’s car while he w as drunk. The parties to the me diation were

the young man, who was the only person apprehended by police, the young man’s parents, and the

young w oman’s fa ther, who  was ou traged at this as sault on his family. The w oman’s father began

the session  by saying his  only purp ose in coming was to gathe r evidence to  use in a lawsuit. After

a caucus where I discussed the implications of proceeding with the parties separately, the decision

was to go ah ead. The  father rather  quickly learned that th is young man  did not know  his daughter,

did not know whose car he was damaging, and  felt terrible abo ut the who le thing. Nevertheless, the

father bluste red on thro ugh, ending th e session by saying he w ould see them in court.

There was never any court process. The young man’s sincerity, and that of his parents, in wanting
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to make things right, along with the information that the event was random vandalism rather than

a personal attack, had ended the father’s need for revenge. The meeting had b een restora tive in spite

of efforts to make it otherwise. The reason this case worked as it did may be because most of the

people  present wanted it to lead toward reconciliation. Had there been a mutual desire for revenge,

the result cou ld certainly h ave been dif ferent.

Principle  3 also points to two necessary components of reconciliation: acknowledgment of

responsibility and meeting of needs created by the violation. The young man did both in the

example  I just cited. He acknowledged his own responsibility, and met the actual need created. The

woman’s  father did not need money. Insurance had taken care of that. His need was to insure the

security  of his family. By discovering the random nature of the attack, he was assured that it had

not jeopardized h is fam ily’s  ongo ing se curi ty. It  was the same as if a  tree had fallen on the car. Had

he not so strongly stated a position of desiring revenge, the meeting could have been a more

reconciling event. As it was, the man was too embarrassed to change his tune when the facts came

out.

Many attempts at reconciliation fail because they do not include the necessary elements. As shown

by Ron Claassen’s Peacemaking Model (Ru th-Hef felbow er, 199 9b), a model de veloped  through

many years of experience in victim offender mediation, there are three requirements for

reconciliation: acknowledgment of injustices , restoring the equity, and being clear abo ut future

intentions. Our plan  for Indonesia  will need to  include these elements, which have been suggested

for reconciliation of communal conflicts before this. (Kriesberg, 1998)

Principle 4.  Availability of restorative processes is the responsibility of the larger

community.
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Individuals can do some restorative things on their own, and this happens more than we realize.

When things have gone  badly aw ry, it is usually b eyond the  ability of the in dividuals involve d to

work restora tively by  themse lves. This is particularly true in cases of crime, o r where there are

significant power differentials. Someone else needs to help in  these cases. The community has long

since taken on the job of providing retributive processes, having recognized a community need.

Principle  4 suggests that the community also recognize restorative processes as a need. It is outside

our scope here to describe the utility and efficiency of such processes for a commu nity, and it w ill

need to suffice to  say the ben efits are large, in  the experience of communities which have taken on

the responsibility. (Umbreit, 1998)

Here our task is to look at community in a very large sense. When we think in terms of national

scale reconciliation, what do we mean by community? Now it is time to turn to the announced task

of applying restorative justice principles to reconciliation among the people of Indonesia.

The Situation

Assuming those hearing or reading these words are reasonably aware of the major events taking

place in 1998 through 2000 in Indonesia, there should be no surprise when I suggest that there is

need for reconciliation in Indonesia. The nation includes more than 200 million people spread over

6,000 inhabited islands in more than 300 ethnic groups spe aking almost as many languages or

dialects, with five major religions and an underlay of traditional beliefs.

The nation cam e into being afte r World  War II through a combination of what are variously called

wars of liberation and wars of neo-colonial conquest, depending on one’s viewpoint. Following the

fall of the repres sive Suharto regim e in 1998, separatists in a number o f provinces ste pped up  their

calls for either autonomy or independence. The East Tim or debacle  has been th e most dram atic

example  of this separatist sentiment and the government’s response to it. People are being killed
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with regularity over these issues on a number of islands.

What non-Muslims call an official, but unspoken, government policy of Islamicization contributes

to distrust among religious groups. Militant Islamic groups have public kiosks where people  are

invited to sign up for the jihad in the Moluccas, aimed at avoiding Christianization of those islands.

The government continues to require all citizens to claim one of the major religio ns on their id entity

card, (not to mention their applications for cell phone service) and approxim ately 87%  claim Islam.

Into this maelstrom add a continuing fin ancial crisis w hich leaves th e Rupiah  at around o ne-fourth

of its pre-1997 value against the U.S. dollar, and you have a situa tion in w hich ma ny peo ple have

been less than kind to each other. In the last year thousands have died in figh ting, and this in a

nation where private ownership of firearms is rare.

Perhaps the most communally damaging events are those local outbreaks, wh ich have  happene d all

over Indonesia, where longtime neighbors turn on each other in an orgy of violence. Trust among

religious and ethnic groups is low. (Jamuin, 1999)

There are groups working hard at chan ging this situation. It is to them that these remarks are

addressed, and it is with them that I work on a da ily basis . How  might restorative  justice principles

be applied to this situation?

Toward a P lan for Applying Re storative Justic e Principles to R econciliation in Indonesia

When trust between people has been destroyed by a violation of relationship, restorative justice

principles suggest that the situation can change by meeting the needs created by the violation and

acknowledging the responsibilities created by the violation . The princ iples also say  that it is the task
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of the larger community to make this process possible.

The breakdo wn of t rust amo ng large gro ups in a  society  the size  of Indon esia hap pens in  both large

and small ways. This indicates that reconciliation processes must address both. For example, I was

in a small city in Papua (formerly Irian Jaya) when  the loca l police s hot and  killed a ma n durin g a

demonstration against refugees.1 The next day a large group of people rather systematically burned

down the homes and businesses of police officers and their extended families, as well as some

government buildings. The local military contingent waited until the people were finished, and then

came out to restore order.

This city is small enou gh that the people involved in these events knew each other. These were not

faceless groups responding to ideology. How do the citizens of this city reconcile after such an

event? Who makes the process available?

In this case there was no system in place. The directly affected police, most of whom were not from

Papua, transferred to  other islands. The police chief was replaced, as demanded by the community.

Calm returned as  these events to ok place. Th ere was no  reconciliation process as such. Was the

handling of the afterma th in line with the principles of restorative justice described here? In some

ways it was. The government acknowledged responsibility for making changes in police personne l,

and in doing so met some of the needs created by the killing. The community could not trust those

who h ad a hand in the death , and the ir remova l allowe d trust to  begin reb uilding.

Unfortunately, many needs and responsibilities were neither met nor acknowledged. The

commun ity is predominately Christian, and the police involved predominately Muslim. Other than

playing into a general atmosphere of distrust, religious issues do not seem of importance here.

Nevertheless, it was M uslim homes and businesses that were burned. A large mosque, near a police



Page 12 of  21

station that was burned, was occupied by Muslim students to protect it. There was much anxiety.

This leads to a further breakdown of trust between the two groups. An interfaith reconciliation

process which ac knowledge s the needs  and responsibilities created by  the inciden t would h elp to

begin rebuild ing trust.

Most of th e people  whose homes and businesses were burned had nothing to do with the killing at

the demonstration, in any d irect sense. They have ne eds, and the responsibility to meet them lies

somewhere. A process of reconciliation would work with those issues.

While police homes and businesses were being burned, the local military detachment did nothing

to prevent it. Whether or not that was the best policy, that decision leaves needs and responsibilities

in its wake to be discussed. There are many more individuals and groups who could benefit from

some sort of process where their needs were met and responsibilities were ackn owledged . That is

a large task, but w hen a com munity’s pe ace has be en so disrupted, an effort is needed to rebuild

relationships.

Who should offer such processes in a case like this? The local government is not in a very good

position to do it, being one of the parties. Provincial and  national government are generally seen

as too closely  identified with the governmental party. Non-governmental organizations are logical

choices, unless they are iden tified with a party. An NGO whose function is advocacy for some

group would commonly find itself in a non- neutral pos ition, particula rly in community-wide cases.

International NGOs function with local staff and do the same kind of advocacy work, thus having

the same neutrality issues. Religious groups will always have neutrality issues.

It is all well and good to suggest reconciliation processes, but if there is no one who can make them

available, the discussion is meaningless. Fortunately, there does appear to be a solution, one that
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is being tested currently. My suggestion is an interfaith, university-based reconciliation consortium,

supported by a combination of public and private funds, able to send teams to areas where

reconciliation processes are needed. The first such group of which I am aware is currently working

on the island of Ambon.

Experience on one isla nd

Tim Independen Rekonsiliasi Ambon (TIRA) was jointly created in Yogyakarta, Indonesia, on the

island of Java, by Duta Wacana Christian University, which is where I am located, the public

Gadjah Mada University, and the Islamic University of Indonesia. It is funded by the participating

universities, international NGOs and intergovernmental organizations. After a period of training and

work with Ambonese refugees in Yogya, the team first went to Ambon at the beginning of February

this year. Its goal, speaking very generally, is to help rebuild trust among the people of Ambon

through  a variety of activities, and to offer reconciliation processes as the desire for them arises.

So far the team  has been w ell received, an d appears to  be moving tow ard its goal.

Such a team enjoys the advantages of being diverse and neutral enough, while also having the

resources, both financial and personnel, to enter and stay with the community long enough. These

teams can be readily formed throughout Indonesia, and be available as the need arises. At present

there is substantial deferred maintenance in the area of reconciliation.

Teams such as this, when sufficiently trained and experienced, can handle co nflicts at any le vel in

society, and do so restora tively. But wha t do they  actually  do? An  examin ation of  TIRA’s s trategy

may be helpful. 

Ambon is the largest of the Molucca Islands, lying between Papua and Java. Having been colonized

by European traders 350 years ago the population had become predominately Christian by the time
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the nation of Indo nesia came into being. Christians and Muslims were mixed throughout the island,

but it was more common for the two groups to have their own areas. Peaceful coexistence had been

the rule. The Indonesian government policy of relocating Javanese transmigrants to other islands,

including Ambon, grad ually shifted  the religious mix until Muslims outnumbered Christians.2

Almost a year after the fall of Suharto, in early 199 9, the peac e of Ambon  was shatte red by dea dly

clashes which ha ve killed thousands. Whole villages were destroyed and the inhabitants killed or

scattered. As this is written in April 2000 Ambon is peaceful, but the smaller surrounding islands

continue to have clashes.

The cessation of open fighting on Ambon allowed TIRA to enter the situation. Those who study

such conflicts are aware of these windows of opportunity which can lead to either increased peace,

or another round of bloodshed after the sides have caught their breath.

Principle  1 says that events as experienced in Ambon re quire both  personal a nd commu nity

reconciliatio n. Principle 2 speaks of the needs and responsibilities created. Principle 3 defines

restora tive justice as the process by which these needs and responsibilities are acknowledged.

Principle 4 says the responsibility for providing the process lies with the larger community. TIRA

is working at each of these. Its entering the situation is an acknowled gment of Principle 4. If a

whole  island explodes in conflict, those from the community of neighboring islands share the

responsib ility to offer reconciliation processes. The team begins by listening respectfully  to

personal stories. That listening proces s alone  begins to  acknow ledge the needs and responsibilities

created by the violations of relationship.

When people have learned that the team is trustworthy by its willingness to listen, its offer of other

activities can begin to be accepted. Processes by which individuals and groups acknowledge each

others’ needs and responsibilities can be offered. Community-wide events which build trust can be
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held. Joint rebuilding efforts can be made. It will take a long time for all these things to yield a

durable  peace and a civil socie ty. Institutions tha t cross group lin es will need  to be built.  TIRA and

other encouraging groups can help to make all this happen.

Broadening the appl ication

Can efforts like the one on Ambon be expanded to all of Indonesia? In one way the situation on

Ambon is simpler than on other conflicted islands. There is no active separatist movement on

Ambon. What does one do in the case of Papua, or Aceh, or other areas where there are organized

and active movements seeking independence? Each of these areas has its own internal conflict, and

also has significant human rights abuse issues arising from the approach of the central government

to the challenge of separatism.

Principle  4 says that the responsibility for providing reconciliation processes lies with the larger

community. In the case of the island of Ambon that larger community includes groups from

neighboring islands. For the interpersonal and local intergroup issues in Papua, Aceh and other

areas, that same approach is still possible. Teams like TIRA can work well with such issues in a

manner consistent with the Principles. Where human rights abuses by the provincial or national

government are the issue, who is the larger community?

Nations d o not appr eciate the me ddling of othe r nations in  their internal affairs. Such interference

is often driven by other than humanitarian motives, and can lead to new abuses. Efforts to deal with

the situation in the  former Yu goslavia are an e xcellent exa mple of how suppo sedly good intentions

can create new  problems. In that case one  of the proce ss screens th at seemed to  be missing in the

planning was the question: “is it restorative?”

Nevertheless, when some of a nation’s citizens rise up against it, d eclaring that the ir relationship
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with the government has been violated by  acts of the govern ment, the inte rnational co mmunity

should  appropria tely ask whether there is a role for it to play in making restorative processes

available. Such is certainly the case in East Timor, where reconciliation will now need to be

between people of different states, as well as among citizens of one.

The suggestion here is that restorative processes are unlikely to be successfully offered by

governments , or even intergovern mental organ izations. Governments  and politics a re too close ly

related for either governmental or intergovernmental organizations to be neutral enough.(Chayes

and Chayes 1998) Sovereignty is too precious for sta tes to risk on suc h an offer o f process. T his

means that non -governmental organ izations mu st take up the task. T he question is wheth er it is

possible  for an Indonesian NGO to provide restorative processes for relationships between other

Indonesians and the central government. Practically speaking, there are not that many non-

Indonesians sufficiently fluent in Bahasa Indonesia and prepared to provide such services  to make

restorative services readily available without the involvement of Indonesians.

The approach I am currently working with in Papua partners my Indonesian university and a

national church organization  in the beginnin g, then brings in  representatives of as many stakeholder

groups as possible as owners of the process. The church group provides a national-level

infrastructure for organizing the process, along with connections to stakeholder groups. The

university provides the technical expertise in restorative processes, and its relationships with other

universities as a method of broad ening the pool of experts involved. M y involvement offers a

person at the center of the process who is apolitical and who does not have a stake in its outcome

beyond a desire to achieve restorative results. You’ll have to ask me a year from now whether this

idea worked, but it is looking promising so far.

I would be remiss if I did not note that part  of being restorative is to be culturally appropriate. We
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have been working hard in Yogyakarta to produce processes which are culturally appropriate for

use in Indonesia’s diversity. Processes which use imposed, cultura lly inappropria te metho ds have

little chance of being restorative. (Lederach, 1995)

Conclusion

There is much mo re to be said about how to run restorative proc esses. M y university in  California

offers the Maste r of Arts degree  in Conflict Management and Peacemaking with a concentration

in resto rative jus tice.  It is a big subject. My purpose here has been to suggest that restorative justice

principles do offer a guide to reconciling people within  a diverse  and divid ed cou ntry like

Indonesia, and to show that a beginning has been made in doing just that. How the processes are

done is another pap er.
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Appendix A

Principles of Restorative Justice for Reconciling Divided Societies

1.  Violations of human  relationships are important events which require reconciliation at personal

and community levels.

2.  Violations of human relationships create needs and responsibilities.

3.  Restorative Justice is the process by which needs created by a violation are met and

responsibilities created by a violation are acknowledged.

4.  Availability of restorative processes is the responsibility of the larger community.

Appendix “B”

Restorative Justice - Fundamental Principles

by Ron Claassen, Co-Director, Center for Peacemaking and Conflict Studies

Fresno P acific Unive rsity

Presented May 1995 at NCPCR; revised May 1996 at UN Alliance of NGOs Working Party on

Restorative Justice

© 1996 Ron Claassen. These principles may be reproduced so long as they are not edited for

content, the source is listed, and the legend "Printed by permission" is included.

1. Crime is primarily an offense against human relationships, and secondarily a violation of a law

(since laws are written to p rotect safety and fairness in hum an relationships). 

2. Restorative Ju stice recognizes that crime (violation of persons and relationships) is wrong and

should  not occur, and also recognizes that after it does there are dangers and opportunities. The

danger is that the community, victim(s), and/or offender emerge from the response further

alienate d, more  damaged, disre spected, disem powered, fee ling less sa fe and le ss coop erative with

society. The opportun ity is that injustice  is recognized , the equity  is restored (restitution and grace),

and the futu re is clarified so  that participa nts are safer, more respectful, and more empowered and

cooperative with each o ther and society. 

3. Restorative Justice is a process to "make things as right as possible" which includes: attending

to needs created by the offense such as safety and repair of injuries to relationship s and physical

damage  resulting from the offense; and attending to needs related to the cause of the offense

(addictions, lack of social or employment skills or resource s, lack of moral or ethical base, etc.).

4. The primary victim(s) of a crime is/are  the one(s) most impacted by the offense. The secondary

victims are others impacted by the crime and might include family members, friends, witnesses,

criminal justice officials, community, etc. 

5. As soon  as immed iate victim , commu nity, an d offender safe ty conc erns are  satisfied , Resto rative

Justice views the situation as a teachable moment for the offender; an opportunity to encourage the

offender to learn new  ways of acting and be ing in community. 

6. Restorative Justice prefers responding to the crime at the earliest point possible and with the

maximum amoun t of voluntary cooperation and minimum coercion, since healing in relationships

and new learnin g are voluntary and coope rative processes. 
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7. Res torative Justice p refers th at most c rimes are  handle d using a  coope rative structure including

those impacted by the offense as a community to provide support and accountability. This might

include primary and secondary victims and family (or substitutes if they cho ose not to participate),

the offender and family, comm unity repre sentatives, govern ment repres entatives, faith  community

representatives, school represen tatives, etc. 

8. Restorative Ju stice recogniz es that not all o ffenders w ill choose to be coop erative. Therefore

there is a need for outside authority to make decisions for the offender who is not cooperative. The

actions of the authorities and the consequences imposed should be tested by whether they are

reasonable, restorative, and resp ectful (for victim(s), offender, and commu nity). 

9. Restorative Justice prefers that offenders who pose significant safety risks and are not yet

coope rative be placed in settings where the empha sis is on safety, values, ethics, responsibility,

accountability, and civility. Th ey should  be exposed to the impact of their crime(s) on victims,

invited to learn  empathy, a nd offered  learning opp ortunities to  become better equipped with skills

to be a productive  member of  society. Th ey should  continually  be invited (no t coerced) to  become

coope rative with the co mmunity an d be given the op portunity to  demonstra te this in appropriate

settings as soon as possible. 

10. Restor ative Just ice requ ires follo w-up  and acc ountab ility struc tures uti lizing the natural

commun ity as much as  possible, sin ce keeping agree ments is the key  to building a trusting

community. 

11. Restor ative Justice recognizes and encourages the role of community institutions, including the

religious/faith  community , in teaching an d establishin g the moral and  ethical stand ards whic h build

up the community. 

From http://www.fresno.edu/pacs/docs/rjprinc.html  Printed by permission.



Page 20 of  21

References

Augsburger, D. (1992). Conflict M ediation Across Cultures: Pathways and Patterns. Louisville:

Westminster/John Knox Press.

Benedict, R. (193 4). Patterns of Culture. New York: Penguin.

Chayes, A.H. and Chayes, A. (1998). “Mobilizing International and Regional Organizations for

Managing Ethnic Conflict.” The Handbook of Interethnic Coexistence. Weiner, E., ed.

New York: The Continuum Publishing Co.

Jamuin, M. (1999). Manual Advokasi Resolusi Konflik Antar-Etnik dan Agama. Solo, Jawa

Tengah, Indonesia: CISCORE.

Kriesb erg, L. (1998). “Coexistence and the Reconciliation of Communal Conflicts.” The

Handbook of Interethnic Coexistence. Weiner, E., ed. New York: The Continuum

Publishing Co.

Lederach, J.P. (1995 ). Preparing for Peace. Syracuse: Syracuse University Press.

McCold, P. (1999).  “Restorative Ju stice Practice  -- The State of  the Field  1999.”

http://www.realjustice.org/Pages/vt_mccold.html.

Ruth-Heffelbower, D. (1999). “Perspective,” Conciliatio n Quarte rly, Spring 1999.

________. (1999). Conflict and Peacemaking Across Cultures: Training for Trainers. Fresno:

Fresno Pacific University.

Umbreit,  M. (1998). Victim Sens itive Victim Offender Mediation Training Manual. St. Paul: Center

for Restorative Justice & Mediation.

Van Ness, Daniel W. (1996). “Restorative Justice and International Human Rights,” Restorative

Justice: International Perspectives. Gallaway, B. and Hudson, J., eds. Monsey, NY:

Criminal Justice Press.

Zehr, H. (1990).  Changing Lenses: A New Focus for Crime and Justice. Scottdale, PA : Herald

Press.



Page 21 of  21

 1. I was caught in the middle of this incident. As with all t rue stories, th e truth is rather  hard to

uncover. The facts a s I give them here are  from the pers pective of mem bers of the c ommunity  with

whom I have spoken and m y own o bservations. T he official versio n of the incid ent, as pub licly

reported, is different in many ways. My interest here is not to carefully uncover and report the true

facts of the incident, or even all the competing views of it, but to use this rather generic incident as

an example of how reconciliation processes might work in real life.

 2. This view of history is dispu ted, and it is true that accurate numb ers for most everything are

difficult to come by. Population counts are based on people’s national identity card, but even the

President recently noted that he had five with different addresses.

Endnotes


