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General introduction 

This deliverable provides a descriptive report of the four regional workshops that 

have been held during the third year of the project. The idea behind these workshops 

was on the one hand to present preliminary results of ALTERNATIVE in different 

regions in order to disseminate these results. On the other hand, we wanted to get 

input of researchers, practitioners, end-users and policy makers on how they see 

these results can be used in their daily work.  

Workshops were held in Serbia, Hungary, Northern Ireland and Norway in order to 

attract participants from different parts of Europe. Although the workshops were 

rather small, various people attended and were enthusiastic about the ideas 

presented. Working relations were established to enhance cooperation in the field 

and disseminate the results in the future. The workshops therefore proved to be a 

good tool to further network and cooperate. Reflections about the central concepts of 

the project (security, justice, intercultural settings and restorative justice) were 

stimulated. 

Inge Vanfraechem attended all workshops except for the Serbian (because of the 

language) in order to enable links between them. Furthermore, the workshops 

presented ALTERNATIVE as a whole, but also made concrete links between the sites: 

the social housing situation in Vienna was used as starting point in 

Derry/Londonderry; Foresee and IRKS co-organised the workshop in Budapest and 

presented findings from both Vienna and Budapest, and Gabor Hera presented 

Hungarian findings in Oslo. This enhanced cross-fertilisation of the findings 

throughout the different regional workshops. 
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Workshop 1. Serbia 

The workshop in Serbia took place in Belgrade on 30 October 2014 and was entitled 

“Dealing with interethnic conflicts in the former Yugoslavia and the place of 

restorative justice: experiences and challenges”. 

 

1. The participants  

 

The target group of the workshop organised by VDS were civil society organisations 

from the region of the former Yugoslavia (Serbia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, 

and Kosovo) that are dealing with various topics. Invitations were sent to 26 

organisations and individuals in Serbia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and 

Kosovo out of which 17 confirmed their participation at the workshop. Unfortunately, 

due to unexpected circumstances, participants from Croatia and Kosovo, as well as 

two participants from Serbia cancelled their participation last minute. Therefore, 

there were fifteen participants at the regional workshop, including four members of 

the VDS research team involved in ALTERNATIVE. 1  Participants were 

representatives of civil society organisations dealing with interethnic conflicts, truth 

and reconciliation, peace building, promotion of and education on non-violent 

conflict resolution, those providing assistance and support to victims and war 

veterans, as well as individual experts. Two participants were from Bosnia and 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Prof. dr. Vesna Nikoli�-Ristanovi�, dr. Sanja �opi�, dr. NikolaPetrovi� and Bejan Ša�iri.	  
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Herzegovina, and the others from Serbia, including seven persons from Belgrade, two 

from Prijepolje (South-West Serbia) and one from each of the following towns: Bačka 

Palanka (Vojvodina, i.e. North Serbia), Vlasotince, Bujanovac and Medvedja (South 

Serbia). Thus, participants from Serbia came from different regions, including multi-

ethnic communities in which the empirical research study and action research were 

conducted by VDS within ALTERNATIVE. 

 
 

2. Outline of the workshop 

 

 

The one-day regional workshop had four main aims: 

1. To present the findings of the research of VDS within the ALTERNATIVE 

project and to discuss them with participants in order to get feedback and 

ideas for further work and cooperation (dissemination). 

2. To exchange experiences with the participants on activities and research about 

dealing with past and present interethnic conflicts in the countries of former 

Yugoslavia and the place of restorative justice. 

3. To test the use of the two-way restorative dialogue in discussing issues such as 

interethnic relations, conflicts and the ways of dealing with them. 
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4. To further network with civil society organisations and individuals from Serbia 

and former Yugoslavia with the goal to promote restorative approaches in 

solving and preventing conflicts in multi-ethnic communities. 

 

The workshop consisted of four main parts: (1) introduction; (2) exchange of 

participants’ experiences with regard to the research on dealing with interethnic 

conflicts in the region and restorative justice; (3) exchange of participants’ 

experiences with regard to activities related to dealing with interethnic conflicts and 

the implementation of restorative justice; and (4) a final session with regard to 

possible forms of future cooperation. Methods used during the workshop included: 

power point presentations, projection of the short film on the local research-sites in 

Serbia, discussions and filling in questionnaires. 

 

Part I: Introduction 
 

After a welcome address by prof. dr. Vesna Nikolic-Ristanovic, participants were 

introduced to the aims and the programme of the workshop. Participants then 

presented themselves and the organisations they come from, particularly in respect to 

dealing with multi-ethnic conflicts. This was followed by a formulation of ground 

rules, including ground rules of restorative two-way communication in the spirit of 

the “Third way” as a non-conflict and inclusive way of communication between 

people with different experiences of war and other conflicts, which is optimal for 

solving and preventing conflicts. In this way we established the basis for testing the 

use of restorative dialogue and experiential learning in this group of participants. All 

participants agreed upon the presented communication rules, which included:     

- Mutual listening regardless of whether we agree with the other person’s 

views. 

- Open the space and accept the fact that there are different understandings of 

the same events, that different people differently experience the same events. 

- Mutual respect and self-respect. 

- Talking without accusation of others and self-accusation – empowering I 

speech instead of You/They speech. 

- Accepting responsibility for what one says. 
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- Permanent checking of understanding of what we heard before formulating 

any conclusions and reactions. 

- Understanding one self and others through being conscious about the 

connection between personal victimisation, exclusion and aggression in 

communication. 

- Be proactive instead of reactive (in terms of proposing solutions instead of 

self-defence and attacks of others). 

- Be fully conscious about the place and time, about what is happening, about 

our own feelings and reasons to feel in a certain way and the reasons of 

feelings and reactions of other people that are often not directly liked to us 

(i.e. mindfulness, living in the present moment). 

 

In the introductory part, participants were also informed about audio and video 

recording. 

 
Part II: Exchange of participants’ experiences with regard to research on dealing 

with interethnic conflicts in the region and restorative justice  

 

Through a power point presentation, dr. Sanja Ćopić introduced participants to the 

project ALTERNATIVE: its framework, goal and objectives, the structure, and the 

project partners. In addition to this, the poster ALTERNATIVE (in Serbian language) 

was presented, so that participants could have a look at it during the workshop. 

Through a power point presentation and a short film about the VDS local research-

sites, participants were introduced to the research Fostering victim oriented dialogue 

in a multi-ethnic society, including its aims and structure, as well as to the main 

findings of the theoretical research done in 2012. The empirical research on 

interethnic relations, existing conflicts and ways of dealing with them by citizens in 

multi-ethnic communities in Serbia (implemented in 2013) was also introduced. 

Particular focus lied on the key findings of the empirical research on conflicts that 

have been evolving during and after the wars in the former Yugoslavia between 

members of different ethnic groups in three multi-ethnic communities in Serbia 

(local research-sites), ranging from insults and threats, to different forms of violence, 

forced leaving of the place of residence and murders of family members, feelings of 

safety (security), and on mechanisms for solving conflicts and the notion of justice. 
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This presentation was followed by working in small groups, guided by predefined 

questions in which participants’ discussion was based on selected results of the 

empirical research study related to feelings of security and the mechanisms suitable 

to achieve justice in cases of interethnic victimisation. The aim of the discussion was 

to discern in which way participants explain certain findings, what their knowledge 

and experience on the issues of security and justice are related to multi-ethnic 

relations and what the situation is like in their local communities. Each of these three 

groups was mixed (in terms of gender, age and ethnic structure), with one member of 

the VDS research team in each group as an observer.  

 

First group: Discussion about findings related to the opinion of respondents with the 

experience of victimisation about mechanisms for conflicts resolution suitable to 

achieve justice in the concrete case of victimisation. Participants were given an 

extract from the research report (deliverable 6.2.) with data suggesting that both 

restorative and retributive measures were recognised by the respondents as solutions 

that may bring justice in cases of interethnic conflicts in which the respondents were 

victimised. Punishment is still very much seen as an important form of reaction in the 

aftermath of different forms of victimisation, but respondents also attributed high 

relevance to restorative justice approaches, either as the only approach or as a 

complement to punishment (added-value).  

Reflections of the first group: 

The mentioned results did not evoke a feeling of surprise, because they were in 

accordance with the attitudes and experience of the participants. The participants 

agreed that a suitable punishment for harming behaviour is necessary. Besides 

punishment, the participants also mentioned that there is a need for compensation of 

both material and immaterial damages (such as medical and psychological). 

However, through these two steps, justice would not be entirely served, nor would the 

victims achieve peace. In order to do that, as the participants said, it is necessary to 

find out the truth: what has happened, why it happened, how it happened, and to get 

apologies and sincere regrets from the people responsible, i.e. the perpetrators of 

criminal acts. It has been pointed out that people would probably speak more about 

the problems and be able to solve the conflicts much better if they knew how to 

discuss them. When war crimes are in question, it is not enough to accept and enact 
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restorative justice on the level of individuals. The participants talked about their own 

experiences with this issue, and one of them mentioned her work with ex-war camp 

prisoners (people locked away and tortured during the war). She emphasised that for 

their trauma, punishment of the responsible actors cannot be the only solution. 

According to her observations, these people need to find out the truth before all other 

issues and to receive an apology. One participant from Prijepolje, who shares the fate 

of all family members who lost their loved ones in the kidnapping and murder of 

Bosniaks from the train at the Strpce station,2 also spoke about the need to find out 

the truth. According to him, the severity of punishment is of lesser importance 

compared to finding out the truth. 

 

Second group: Discussion about findings related to the respondents’ opinion about 

mechanisms suitable for solving conflict in the given scenario in which a young man 

was insulted by the police officer on the basis of ethnic belonging. Participants were 

given an extract from the research report (deliverable 6.2.) with data suggesting that 

the majority of the respondents considered punishment as an excellent solution in 

the given case. Nevertheless, respondents’ answers prove to open the space for the 

broader use of mechanisms of restorative justice, including restorative processes 

(dialogue, mediation or community meeting/conference) and restorative outcomes 

(apology and compensation). The results show that women and older respondents 

were more open towards using restorative approaches, especially dialogue and 

apology. On the one hand, respondents with a victimisation experience were more in 

favour of a community meeting/conference and compensation that those who did not 

have such an experience. The same accounts for punishment. On the other hand, 

respondents who did not have a victimisation experience tended to be more open 

towards the use of dialogue and apology. It is interesting that there were no 

differences between these two groups when it comes to mediation, approaching peace 

councils or the use of victim support services. 

Reflections of the second group: 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 The most important event that occurred during the 1990s, which disturbed relations between Serbs 

and Bosniaks in the South-West Serbia was the kidnapping of 19 Bosniak civilians from the train in 
Strpci on the 27th February 1993. Among the kidnapped there were nine citizens of Prijepolje. 
Members of the Serbian paramilitary group took the passengers from the train to the village near 
Visegrad (in Bosnia and Herzegovina) where they were lined up, robbed and beaten. Afterwards, 
they were executed not far from the river Drina.	  
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During the discussion about the research findings regarding the reaction in the case 

of victimisation by a police officer, one could notice that the experiences of the 

participants regarding the relationship with the police are quite different: repression 

by the police is sometimes greater if the police and the citizens are of different 

ethnicity (this primarily relates to South Serbia and the relationship between Serbs 

and Albanians), and sometimes the police is notably gentle in their approach (in 

Bosnia and Herzegovina and the relationship between Serbs and Bosniaks). The 

participants also mentioned examples of repression by the police not in any relation 

with ethnicity. When the research findings were discussed, most participants agreed 

that sanctions for the employees of the police-force who violate their authority are 

necessary, but that they should also be in the form of wage cuts, transfers or 

dismissals. However, participants also emphasised that this form of justice is in a way 

violent and therefore cannot be a good solution. In their opinion, dialogue is 

necessary to achieve understanding, to accept differences and respect integrity of all 

in order for the injured party to receive a much needed apology.  

 

Third group: Discussion about findings on feelings of safety: differences and 

similarities. The third group of participants was given an extract from the research 

report (deliverable 6.2.) with the research results related to current and past (during 

the 1990s) feelings of safety and changes of these feelings. The research results 

suggest that a large majority of the respondents felt safe living in their communities 

at the time of the research. Most of them feel safer today than during the 1990s, while 

a third feels the same. For a fifth of respondents the period before the 1990s was 

safer, while for about a fourth it was less safe. The relationship between previous 

negative experiences and the current feeling of safety has been confirmed. The 

findings also show different aspects of safety: physical, social, economic, legal and 

political safety. Inefficiency of the state in solving problems and economic factors are 

seen as the greatest contributors to personal feelings of unsafety/insecurity of 

respondents. Thus, economic measures (creating job opportunities for citizens), more 

communication between people about their problems and different measures aimed 

at raising the efficiency of the state have been recognised as the best measures to 

increase safety. Respondents with victimisation experiences do not support severe 

punishment for those who endanger safety more than those without such 

experiences. Therefore, it seems that respondents gave much more weight to 
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restorative and social than to retributive measures as possible ways to increase the 

safety of citizens. 

Reflections of the third group: 

The results regarding the feeling of security and reasons contributing to feelings of 

insecurity have surprised certain participants. According to their observations, the 

feeling of security is different when one considers factors as the interaction of 

ethnicity and the time period in question. Participants from the third group 

concluded that the strengthening of the nationalistic euphoria in one nation could 

have led to the decrease of insecurity feelings within this group, but also to an 

increase of this feeling in the other ethnic groups that shared a certain territory 

(living in the same space). In this way, participants tried to explain that respondents 

of Serbian ethnicity felt similarly safe now and during the 1990s (when their “national 

conscience” was awoken), while Bosniaks (in Prijepolje) feel safer today compared to 

the period of the 1990s. Certain participants who look upon the period before the 

1990s as a period of good neighbour relations, brotherhood and unity were surprised 

when they saw the result that Albanians feel safer now than then. That piece of data 

suggested to them that the Albanians faced certain problems even before the 1990s. 

Participants also agreed that when it comes to feelings of safety, the economic 

situation plays an important role. One of the other potential contributing factors is 

bad communication between people from different (but also from the same) ethnic 

groups. As one of the participants concluded: “You don’t know what your neighbour 

thinks about you, because you are not friends. And that is how insecurity grows.” 

Participants recognised that respondents were psychologically repressing unpleasant 

events and that there is a need to expand the research to some other local sites. 

 

Part III: Exchange of participants’ experiences with regard to activities related to 

dealing with interethnic conflicts and the implementation of restorative justice  

 

In the third part of the workshop, dr. Sanja Ćopić introduced participants to the 

ongoing action research of VDS: in 2014 an action research in three multi-ethnic and 

multicultural regions in Serbia, with testing the applicability of suitable restorative 

justice models was conducted in the form of three two-day seminars “From the 

conflict toward peaceful life in the community”. Participants were introduced to the 

aims, methodology and the structure of the seminars, as well as to some main 
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findings of these seminars, such as: participants of the seminars in the local research-

sites reacted very well to the interactive and participative approach and the use of 

restorative dialogue; they did not underestimate the possibility and importance of 

restorative justice; and they pointed to the need of further work on raising awareness 

about restorative justice and the need of organising trainings for the implementation 

of restorative justice. In this part, participants of the regional workshop who had 

participated at the seminars in the local research-sites reflected on these seminars. 

This was an introduction to the exchange of participants’ experiences about their 

previous activities related to dealing with interethnic conflicts and the use of 

restorative dialogue or other restorative justice approaches in their local or wider 

community, and discussion about further work on developing and promoting 

restorative approaches for conflict transformation in multi-ethnic communities. 

The discussion has shown that almost all participants implemented restorative 

approaches in their work, particularly emphasising the importance of encounters and 

restorative dialogue in different settings and situations (e.g. inter- and intra-ethnic 

conflicts, encounters of war veterans, trainings on peaceful and non-violent conflict 

resolution for members of different ethnic groups), but they were not aware that what 

they did was actually restorative justice. For instance, an Albanian from South Serbia 

gave several interesting examples of using restorative dialogue in order to reconcile 

families in his local community in different situations e.g. to stop, at least for a 

certain period of time, a threat from the blood revenge, or to achieve reconciliation 

and prevent new conflicts in the aftermath of a fight between Serbian and Albanian 

youngsters. Participants also remembered the tradition of associations of citizens in 

the communities from which they came, which had the goal to reconcile neighbours 

or relatives. These associations were locally community based and according to the 

observations of participants they used a way of communication very similar to 

restorative dialogue (the so-called Peace Council or The Council for Reconciliation). 

Most of the workshop participants were involved in programmes in which 

people of different ethnic backgrounds cooperated and which aimed at promoting a 

culture of non-violence, improving communication, developing critical thinking, 

taking personal responsibility, reviewing attitudes, accepting diversity, conflict 

resolution, facing the past and peace building. These programmes were intended for 

refugees, war veterans and youth, and the experiences of participants were mostly 

positive. Therefore, workshop participants agreed that dialogue is a very useful tool. 
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Participants also experienced using restorative dialogue in dealing with other issues 

(i.e. in the Centre for social work in cases of juvenile delinquency). 

 

Part IV: Final session: The look into the future: possible forms of future cooperation 

 

During the final part of the workshop, participants shared ideas on possible further 

steps and forms of future cooperation. Participants agreed that it is very important 

that the results of this research, as well as knowledge about conflict resolution 

through restorative dialogue is transferred to policy-makers in the state and that 

these projects should have media attention. Their idea is to include employees of 

state institutions in this kind of projects, because knowledge about restorative justice 

and dialogue could help them in their work and would help many organisations 

fighting for a more humane society. Working with the media to make these projects 

visible and available to the general public is one more step that should be made 

according to the participants. It was also emphasised that a similar event as this 

regional workshop could be organised in other parts of the region, e.g. in Sarajevo in 

Bosnia and Herzegovina, which would include civil society organisations, but also 

representatives of state institutions, political parties and other relevant stakeholders.  

 

3. Feedback 
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Based on the reflections from the small groups and discussions in the plenary during 

the workshop, we may extract some feedback, remarks and suggestions. Participants, 

as well as respondents in the empirical research recognise mechanisms of both 

restorative and retributive justice. They consider that restorative justice is necessary 

especially for victims, but they also think that punishment is important. They accept 

the possibility of using restorative approaches in cases of conflict where there is a 

power imbalance. However, restorative justice without punishment or vice versa 

would represent only half a solution of the problem. Thus, the participants agreed 

that a holistic approach is necessary. One can conclude that justice in post-conflict 

societies, i.e. transitional justice, is linked to the judicial (criminal) justice, but also 

requires some other mechanisms of dealing with crimes from the 1990s, including 

truth-seeking processes and reparation. Also, participants emphasised that for the 

security of citizens and the realisation of justice, key preconditions are the existence 

of rule of law, respect of laws and functioning of the institutions, which often only 

exists on paper but not in practice. Therefore, when it comes to the concept of safety, 

one can conclude that perceptions of security go much beyond physical safety of 

people (in terms of freedom from crime, war or violence); it also refers to social, 

economic, legal and political safety and thus a strong link with the concept “human 

security” is noted. 

Active participation, safe environment, trust building and restorative two-way 

communication based on the previously defined rules of communication are 

important prerequisites for optimal contact and dialogue. In addition, we may 

conclude that participants used restorative dialogue and with using it during the work 

in small groups and later on in the plenary they showed that they accept this 

restorative approach, not only on the verbal level, but rather in its essence with acting 

in accordance to the rules of restorative two-way communication throughout the 

workshop. 

Notwithstanding the fact that restorative dialogue is the most desirable form 

of conflict resolution, participants also agreed that it is sometimes an idealistic utopia 

accompanied in reality with many difficulties. The circumstances that hinder the use 

of restorative justice are the low level of education of the people, strong national 

sentiments and perception of their own ethnic group as a victim (of injustice and 

crimes), and the members of other ethnic groups as bad and with bad intentions. 
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Therefore, when it comes to dealing with conflicts and conflict transformation, work 

on breaking prejudices and stereotypes is essential. 

Participants also pointed out that it would be important to present this 

research and the idea of restorative justice to decision-makers. In addition, the state 

and its institutions have to be included in this and similar projects, because every 

contribution and support is important and this process is too difficult for individual 

people. There is a lack of systemic solutions thus participants concluded that when 

something is not (officially) required it is hard to implement and that is why the 

involvement of the state (for instance, through bringing certain laws) is the safest 

path to the realisation of an idea. In this respect, there is a need to further work on 

networking with state institutions, raising awareness of state representatives and 

educating them about restorative dialogue and other restorative approaches. 

One of the suggestions of the workshop participants is to popularise 

restorative approaches to conflict resolution through media and making it visible 

because very few people heard about it. Participants agreed that restorative justice is 

a slow process that demands patience and that the system is generally not interested 

in such a process. 

Finally, one of the suggestions was to organise this kind of workshop in other 

parts of the regions, e.g. in Sarajevo in Bosnia and Herzegovina and invite civil 

society organisations, state representatives, representatives of political parties and 

other relevant stakeholders.  
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Workshop 2. Hungary 
 

1. Participants 

 

The workshop entitled “Potentials in Peacemaking’ ALTERNATIVE Regional 

Workshop on Conflict resolution in intercultural contexts in the CEE region: 

Thinking out loud about Justice and Security” was held on 6-7 November 2014 in 

Budapest, Hungary. The conference was organised by the Foresee Research Group in 

partnership with the Institute for the Sociology of Law and Criminology (IRKS) and 

the National Institute of Criminology (OKRI), within the framework of 

the ALTERNATIVE Project. Foresee team members were: dr. Borbala Fellegi, 

Gabriella Benedek, Dr. Éva Győrfi, Dóra Szegő, Szilvia Süki-Szíjjártó, Gábor Héra and 

László Balla.  

51 participants attended the first day of the workshop on 6 November 2014. 

Opening speeches by host Borbala Fellegi (Foresee Research Group), Kris 

Vanspauwen (Executive Officer European Forum for Restorative Justice), Prof. Ivo 

Aertsen (Catholic University of Leuven) and Dr. Christa Pelikan (IRKS) were followed 

by a brief introduction to the action research by project leader Gabriella Benedek and 

two presentations introducing the local contexts of the action research sites by Gabor 

Hera form Foresee and Katrin Kremmel from IRKS. Two films made by the 

researchers were shown. 

The second day of the workshop (7 November 2014) had 44 participants, with 

Dr. Christa Pelikan and Katrin Kremmel (IRKS), and Dr. Éva Győrfi, dr. Beáta 

Bodrogi, Dóra Szegő, Gábor Héra, László Balla and Szilvia Süki-Szíjjártó (Foresee 

Research Group) presenting. 

The participants of the workshop came from several European countries and 

different organisations, among others Ethnic Harmony Foundation (Bulgaria), 

European Forum for Restorative Justice (Belgium), European Centre for Minority 

Issues (ECMI, Germany), Communty Center Bassena (Austria), OSCE Mission to 

Serbia, Victimology Society of Serbia (Serbia), Fundatia PACT (Romania), Commune 

of Karraba (Albania), RAN / Exit (Sweden) and Budapest Centre for the International 

Prevention of Genocide and Mass Atrocities (Hungary). Therefore the workshop was 

very colourful and participants brought a wide range of experience to the table. Our 
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bursary programme provided an opportunity to four people from Bulgaria, Romania 

and Albania, helping them financially with participating on the workshop. 

 

2. Our partners 

 
The ALTERNATIVE regional workshop, on the one hand, allowed us to present and 

share some of the preliminary findings of the action research to a broader 

professional audience. On the other hand, it opened the door towards other 

partnering organisations that can help both the research work as well the future 

dissemination of the findings. 

The co-organiser of the regional workshop was the Institute of the Sociology of 

Law and Criminology, IRKS (Vienna), represented by Dr. Christa Pelikan and Katrin 

Kremmel. Foresee and IRKS have designed both the concept and the content of the 

workshop in close cooperation making sure that the workshop would allow to equally 

reflect on the Austrian and the Hungarian processes and results. 

Our other main partner was the National Institute of Criminology (OKRI). Its 

director, Prof. György Vókó personally welcomed the participants and ensured the 

open and cooperative help of the criminology research institute during the workshop 

as well as at later stages within the project. 

The Fészek Artists’ Club ensured the location for the workshop providing a 

highly artistic and historical venue within one of the most multicultural districts of 

Budapest. Its central location also allowed us to guide (by our colleague, Dóra Szegő) 

a sightseeing walk within the Jewish district of Budapest before the workshop dinner 

started. The dinner also took place in a prominent restaurant within the district, 

called Stonesoup Restaurant. 

Representatives of the Hungarian action research-site joined us to the 

workshop dinner. Both the ex-mayor of the village and the school director, gave their 

speeches that had a moving effect on the participants, since their thoughts well 

represented the main challenges and joys underlying the lives of these leaders.  

The workshop programme provided semi-formal time when we encouraged 

participants to present their activities in the forms of an open space (pre-set tables 

where flyers and other information materials could be placed) and by so-called 

“pitch-talks” through which interested partners could present their main messages in 

six minutes during one of the coffee breaks. Within the framework of this, the 
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Hungarian Prison Radio could introduce its activities and thanks to their technology 

even prison inmates could virtually ‘send’ their messages to the workshop 

participants. With the help of the Radio, the workshop participants could also send 

messages to the prisoners. 

During the workshop we invited two artists. With the help of Mr. Zoltán László 

we arranged a ‘charity-drawing’ session during the workshop dinner: participants 

could ask Mr. László to draw a portrait of them that they could take home and the 

money they voluntarily paid for it went for charity donation supporting the True-

pearl Foundation (Igazgyöngy Alapítvány) that helps the education of highly 

disadvantaged Roma children in East-Hungary. 

Mr. Tibor Balogh, painter, joined the closing (synthesising) session of the 

workshop and painted an oil painting during the workshop based on the feedback 

and conclusions that the participants summarised. The oil painting was 

photographed at the end and in a frame each participant could bring it home as a 

souvenir.  

Thanks to all of the partners we do believe that we were successful in painting 

a joint picture about ‘the potentials in peacemaking’ in the Central and Eastern 

European multicultural context based on the preliminary findings of the 

ALTERNATIVE project.  

 

3. Aim and set-up of the workshop 

 

The project has always had rich and complex goals with regards to the regional 

workshops: 

- to present preliminary results to the public for the first time; 

- to get feedback and good questions; 

- to work with the participants’ own experience; 

- have a quality time together that reflects our approach. 
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Introduction and setting the scene: ALTERNATIVE project, action research and 

context of the fieldwork 

 

After the opening and welcome speeches, Kartin Kremmel (IRKS) started the 

programme with a general introduction to the ALTERNATIVE project (aims, 

partners, structure) and action research. Then Gabriella Benedek summarised the 

definitions and typology of action research, while Christa Pelikan and Gabor Hera 

presented the national and local context of the research-sites (the Gemeindebau in 

Vienna and the small town in Hungary), based on the project deliverables (D4.2, 

D.5.2). Both presentations included a film to illustrate and visually reflect on the 

settings from different angles. 

 

Presenting research findings 

 

In the programme, we wanted to provide the opportunity for participants to have a 

comfortable environment to discuss issues regarding our project in a profound way. 

Our sessions were interactive, as they combined presentations and discussions. First 

we presented preliminary findings and introduced our work in order to see the 

responses, evaluation and critiques. First the Austrian team presented their findings, 

then Eva Györfi from Foresee presented Hungarian findings in a fishbowl/aquarium 

setting, with the guidelines of questions by guest Bea Bodrogi, an external expert. 

 

Research –policy –practice: small-group discussions 

 

Through this session our aim was to have space to share our experiences, to offer the 

opportunity to participants to ask questions related to their own interest, and through 

choosing one certain topic (research – policy – practice) have more profound insights 

in our work. 

While the three issues are tightly interrelated, each workshop went on 

different pathways and ended up with different outcomes. In the policy workshop, 

participants shared their experiences of bringing the result of their work to the level 

of policy-makers and developed strategies to be able to have a voice and make it 

heard. Participants examined what the evidences are of their work. They also shared 
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techniques regarding community development that could stand as examples and tried 

to share their opinions about how policies in Europe are going to be concerned with 

the issues of the research. 

The workshop practice was the most popular. It had an interesting 

environment of linking scientific knowledge and results to practitioners’ knowledge. 

Important issues came up like the interchangeable nature of perpetrator and victim 

positions, the question of labelling conflicts as conflicts of ‘Roma and non-Roma’, and 

the question of reframing such cases. Profoundly debated topics were the 

responsibility of the practitioner and the changeable roles and shift between 

researchers and practitioners through the work of building trust in a community. 

The research workshop offered an open discussion to share questions 

regarding the design and method of research in our project. While many interesting 

issues came up (the applicability of the intercultural framing, the transferability of 

the results, first hand experiences and obstacles in the field work), this session 

however mostly concentrated on the traits that make our research an action research. 

In this workshop we debated our model of the ‘local researcher’, in comparison to 

other examples of action research. 

 

Statements on preliminary findings 

 

After two years of fieldwork, before the last period of our restorative presence in the 

village, we do not have extensively analysed final results yet, but we have some well-

grounded assumptions, many new questions and hypotheses, and some conclusions 

that we wanted to share. Sharing also means testing these results and hopefully 

getting some feedback or inputs. With the help of this feedback we can further 

elaborate our assumptions and questions. To fulfil this aim, each member of the 

Hungarian and Austrian action-research teams prepared an opinion piece for the 

regional workshop, which intended to report some aspects of the research and 

fieldwork that researchers and practitioners find most relevant at this point of the 

research. It was an open call for any kind of arguments on either micro, meso or 

macro level of the analysis. Each statement reflected attitudes and thoughts from 

quite different angles about the fieldwork and to the restorative interventions or main 

theoretical concepts of the research.  
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4. Participant’s learning points and feedback 

 

Finally, workshop participants shared learning points in two circles. The main 

findings are summarised below, together with the most important feedback/ideas of 

the final, closing circle.  

 

1. About the action research 

Several participants considered action research as a flexible method which gave the 

opportunity to understand (and influence) local communities and to 

reframed/redefined social and ethnical problems. Some participants of the workshop 

emphasised the importance of trust and well-based relationship between the 

researchers and villagers/citizens/members of the field. Others enjoyed the 

opportunity to “see behind the scene” and “get closer to the researchers”. These 

participants liked the way researchers discussed their doubts, questions and ideas 

about the method, field work and findings. Somebody considered action research so 

successful that he/she simple voiced: “I would like to use this method.” 

 

2. About the researchers’ team and teamwork 

Several participants identified “trust and lean to each other” and the “diversity of 

people in the team”. Others recognised and valued the skill of self-reflection and 

considered the members of our team as colleagues who were able to complement and 

support each other.  

 

3. About the workshop 

The workshop was described as a dynamic, practical, inspiring event, which enhanced 

stronger optimism, tolerance and curiosity of the participants. During the two days 

somebody “felt in good hands all the time”. Another person voiced that the event was 

able to create and inspire changes. Yet others highlighted the importance of future 

cooperation between the participants.  

 

4. About mediation and restorative justice 

Several participants were happy to get to know restorative justice. Some of them 

considered restorative justice as an attractive and new approach/way of thinking. Yet 

others emphasised that mediation “can solve a lot of problems”.   
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5. About the participants themselves 

Some of the members of the workshop found out/learned something about 

themselves. Others drew up new aims or questions (e.g. „I have to be more flexible”, 

„where do I belong?”). 

 

5. Reflections 

 

After the event, researchers reflected on the process and outcomes of the workshop, 

and put their reflections into writing. Some quotes show the variety of levels where 

learning took place. 

- “The action research approach was our most prominent message.” 

- “I was surprised how much ‘Action Research methodology’ was important 

and interesting for participants. Of course, it is ‘methodology’ for us as 

‘researchers’, but of course, it is ‘intervention’ practically. This is an issue for 

further investigation: to consolidate our results in this realm.” 

- “My lessons learnt are mostly related to learning patience and letting go the 

‘ideal social mechanisms’ go in my mind. The Austrian and other examples 

allowed me to become more understanding towards the importance of ‘small 

changes’. Also, I have become reassured that as an external intervener it is a 

key to stay respectful towards the people at the sites: to accept their speed, 

their motivations etc. and not to push our agenda on them.” 

- “It is indeed difficult to convey that results in this kind of research cannot be 

as easily derived, isolated and ‘served’ as with conventional research.” 

- “The suggestion of the term ‘carefulness’ by Raul from ECMI struck me as 

very adequate and at the same time something to reflect further upon. It 

contains the concept of ‘care’ that plays indeed an important role in 

restorative justice. And it contains an appeal for modesty which I sense 

strongly in your approach and which is important to me.” 

- “We shared a lot of information with the participants but according to my 

opinion there was not enough floor for reaction, criticism, conversations. 

Recommendation: next time, organise longer, or a series of workshops.” 

- “Thinking about the ‘de-labelling function’ of restorative justice, I somehow 

wonder, whether it is really ‘de-labelling’ that is happening in restorative 
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processes, or a search for other ‘labels’ that also exist among the participants, 

but that are more useful to proceed with the resolution of the conflict.” 

 

A short film and Photogallery from the Regional Workshop can be found at: 

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/u/64366245/regWSHfilm/Potentials%20in%20

Peacemaking%20kesz2.mp4 

 

Workshop 3. Northern Ireland 

Two workshops were organised in Northern Ireland: one in Belfast (12 November 

2014) and one in Derry/Londonderry (13 November 2014) (see programmes in 

annexes 1 and 2). 

1. Participants 

 

The Belfast seminar was held at the Belfast Campus of Ulster University. It was by 

invitation only and attracted senior managers of criminal justice agencies (police, 

probation, prosecutors) and significant representatives from community 

organisations. 

The workshop in Derry was located in St Columb’s Park House, a community based 

provision chosen for its associations as a safe space that diverse groups are willing to 

meet in. The participants included: 

- Officials from Derry City Council (including the Mayor). 

- Officials from the Police Service. 

- Community Restorative Justice Ireland. 

- Derry Healthy Cities Project. 

- DIVERT – A community organisation addressing the harm of drug misuse. 

- Derry City Police Community Safety Partnership. 

- The Democratic Unionist Policy (DUP). 

- Sinn Fein. 

- The Alliance Party. 

- The Social Democratic Labour Party (SDLP). 

- Independent City Councillors. 
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- University of Ulster Students. 

- Northlands Community Rehabilitation Centre. 

2. Rationale and set-up of the workshop 

Restorative justice generally engages individual victims and individual perpetrators 

in meeting to resolve the harm that has occurred. The ALTERNATIVE research 

programme in Northern Ireland focuses upon meso conflict, namely harmful conflicts 

between groups of people in intercultural contexts. The research addresses sectarian 

violence between the protestant and catholic communities; ethnic hate crime 

involving local residents and new immigrant communities; and the conflict and 

violence caused by organised drug dealing and armed vigilantes. Through this 

workshop the Ulster University research team intended to: 

- Present the overall purpose and scope of the ALTERNATIVE project; 

- Present the emerging findings of the research in Northern Ireland; 

- Promote the value of restorative justice in relation to conflicts in an 

intercultural context; 

- Present alternative understandings and restorative practices in relation to 

conflicts in an intercultural context. 

Rather than having an open workshop we decided to invite people whom we sought 

to influence as they had the potential to influence public policy and organisational 

strategy. As the research objectives in Belfast differed to those in Derry/Londonderry 

we decided to hold one half-day workshop in each city. In addition to presentations 

by the University team and its partners in the research-sites, we invited Professor 

David Kennedy of John Jay College in New York as he has an international reputation 

for addressing and reducing serious organised crime in inner city areas in the USA. 

We believed that he would both attract our intended audience and introduce them to 

new ideas that had been tested by rigorous research (see presentation in annex 3). 

3. How ALTERNATIVE was presented 

 

Tim Chapman presented in Belfast (see annex 4) and Hugh Campbell presented in 

Derry. The aims and objectives of ALTERNATIVE were outlined. This included a 

summary of deliverables completed to date as well as signposts to the ALTERNATIVE 

website for access to reports. The research-sites and the issues the research is 
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addressing were described. Comparisons were made to the other action research-sites 

of the ALTERNATIVE partners.  

The Belfast workshop emphasised the role of civil society and the value of 

community-based restorative justice. Particular attention was paid to the need to 

adjust the relationship between the state and civil society to release the potential of 

community-based restorative justice. The Derry workshop emphasised the 

importance of addressing drug use within a community context. Harry Maguire of 

Community Restorative Justice Ireland, a project in catholic republican areas, and 

Mark Black of Community Actively Restoring Empowerment, a project in protestant 

loyalist areas, presented their experiences of the effectiveness of community based 

restorative practices. 

Denis Bradley is visiting Professor to the University of Ulster’s Restorative 

Practice Programmes and is himself from Derry. He talked specifically about the 

persistent insidious impact of drugs and alcohol misuse across the city. He described 

the paradox that much is known about the harm caused to the health, safety and 

security of the population and yet little is known about the extent and nature of what 

is being consumed and the extent to which this is “organised”. Anecdotal evidence 

suggests “armed groups” (a Northern Ireland euphemism for paramilitary 

organisations) are heavily involved in a drugs frame. Professor Bradley emphasised 

that community perspectives need to be better understood. This is one contribution 

the ALTERNATIVE research can have. 

Both workshops centred on a presentation from Professor David Kennedy of 

John Jay Institute in New York. His work on violence reduction and disrupting the 

drug business in American cities possesses restorative characteristics which the 

Northern Ireland team understood as a “good fit” with key alternative concepts and 

the local research agenda.  In particular he has recorded progress made in tackling 

serious violence in American cities through strategies that involve direct and 

sustained engagement with those responsible for the violence by the communities 

that they harm supported by law enforcement agencies and services designed to 

divert people from crime.  

4. Feedback 

The presentations stimulated an intense dialogue on many issues relevant to the 

ALTERNATIVE project in Northern Ireland, in particular the need to develop 
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mutually respectful partnerships between the police and local communities and also 

the difficulties in doing so. Immediate feedback from participants was very positive.  

5. Reflections 

This workshop has resulted in increased awareness and interest in the 

ALTERNATIVE project evidenced by the Police Service contacting the research team 

to meet and discuss the implications of the workshop for police strategy. 

 

Workshop 4. Norway 

The workshop in Norway was entitled “Security and restorative ways of dealing with 

conflict” and took place in Oslo, 11-12 February 2015. 

	  

	  

 

1. Invitations and participants 

 

Nordic professionals within different fields were expected to be interested and to be 

relevant for discussions and feed-back in the frame of a Nordic workshop on the 

restorative handling of conflicts in intercultural contexts. In autumn 2014, NOVA 

invited more than 40 Nordic professionals from national security sectors, mediation 

organisations, municipal level, intercultural organisations and other NGO’s, 

researchers at an international, national and local level. Common issues were defined 
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as intercultural dialogue, safety, security, inclusion and local sustainable 

development. Unfortunately we had very few responses, so we decided to postpone 

the workshop to February 2015 with a new and more targeted invitation (after 

approval by the Project Officer – see invitation in annex 5). 

  This resulted in a list of 22 interested people, ending up with 14 participants 

representing the Police, the Red Cross Street Mediation, the Norwegian Mediation 

Service at ministerial and local levels, students for human rights and 

multiculturalism, the student priest-service, the student ombuds-service and NOVA. 

There were also three Norwegian researchers who first had accepted the invitation 

but then had to cancel last minute. In addition there were five persons from the 

practice field of restorative justice and security from other European countries that 

wanted to come, but who could not find financial support traveling to Norway. In 

spite of being a smaller group than expected, we had two highly participatory days of 

workshop, presenting preliminary findings from ALTERNATIVE and discussing the 

implications for the participants’ own practice- and research-fields.   

 

2. Presentations and discussions 

 

Ida Hydle, Inge Vanfraechem (see annex 6), Gabor Hera and Espen Foss presented 

the ongoing work in ALTERNATIVE, which were summarised in the invitation as 

follows: 

The possibilities of restorative justice 

approaches for the peaceful handling of 

conflicts and coexistence in intercultural 

contexts in the Nordic countries and beyond. 

Under what circumstances and in which ways 

can mediation, conferences and peace circles 

contribute to security and safety in local 

settings? 

 

We then gave an overview of the four action research 

sites and preliminary findings, including using film as a 

way of dissemination. We had several moderated discussions in groups as well as 

plenary on central security challenges and restorative practices as tools. The second 
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day we summarised what we have learned and what critical questions have surfaced, 

including a brainstorm on the participants’ own wishes for projects, knowledge and 

research in the area of restorative justice and security issues. The participants were 

organised in both one circle and several small circles, referring to the circle work in 

ALTERNATIVE, the Red Cross Street Mediation and the Norwegian Mediation 

service.   

 

The film “Restorative justice. Inspiring the future of a just society for all���” was 

screened, followed by an inspired discussion of the importance of restorative justice 

in multi-cultural Europe.��� In particular for preventing crime and for focussing on 

positive behaviour with young marginalised persons (”most of the time you do not 

commit crime – what causes that?”). In a Norwegian context, restorative justice 

means that there is not an “easy way out”, working on every-day community building. 

The participants focussed the practical learning of the restorative justice 

methodology, a recurrent issue in all workshops.������������ 
Hera Gabor’s presentation of the case of Hungary generated an engaged 

discussion on how to approach conflicts that are silenced in many communities and 

how to deal with intercultural aspects in that respect. Most of the participants saw the 

need for more knowledge, research and practice on the topic of interculturality, 

security and restorative practices, and came up with several concrete ideas for 

projects they themselves would be involved in.  

Inge Vanfraechem’s presentation (see annex 7) led to an extended group-

discussion on the question of ‘culture’ in the understanding of conflicts, central 

security issues and how to deal with them. Most people agreed that popular 

understandings of culture are part of the problem itself, when conflicts become 

“culturalised”, i.e. ascribed as certain traits or values belonging to particular groups 

in conflict. There is a need for self-recognition and training about “otherness”, 

“migrants”, “immigrants”, and an acceptance of differences. How to use restorative 

justice principles in everyday life, in the workplace, among neighbours? 
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3. Impressions and outcomes 

 

The participants reported that the seminar was very useful and inspiring, and a much 

welcomed reflective space in busy days of the practice field where there is limited 

time and opportunity for critical reflections on practice. They also reflected upon the 

use of the new knowledge from ALTERNATIVE to their own every day security and 

safety-thinking and practice. This was new to them. They reasoned that this 

knowledge must be implemented in the curriculum of several educations for teachers, 

social and youth work, in addition to local organisers of youth clubs and relevant 

NGOs. There is also an obvious need for training in mediation and conferencing in 

several societal areas. Questions were raised as to how to make teaching and training 

accessible. The focus must be on the good outcomes, the good stories and the best 

practices. Hard statistics is also needed from “what works”. How to bring these issues 

forward to people working in the traditional field of security? (Several representatives 

were invited to the workshop, but did not answer).  

Several participants also reflected upon the challenge of involving the media in 

restorative justice fields as a means to enter the public space. They also questioned 

how restorative justice and the ALTERNATIVE approaches could be brought to a 

structural level. It is relevant for many different societal fields: kindergarten, family, 

school, higher education, the public and private practice fields of security and safety, 

the prevention of crime, the handling of serious crime and other conflicts, the 

promotion of peace. There were reflections of how the link could be made from the 

micro to the meso to the macro level as in ALTERNATIVE, which also gives some 

answers that might be implemented in a Norwegian context. 
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Annexes 

Annex 1. Programme workshop Belfast 

Annex 2. Programme workshop Derry/Londonderry 

Annex 3. Presentation David Kennedy 

Annex 4. Presentation Tim Chapman 

Annex 5. Invitation to the Norwegian workshop 

Annex 6. Presentation Inge Vanfraechem (Introduction) 

Annex 7. Presentation Inge Vanfraechem (Some results) 
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Annex 1. Programme workshop Belfast 

	  
	  

Improving	  Justice	  and	  Security	  through	  Community	  Action	  

Seminar	  on	  12th	  November	  from	  9-30	  am	  to	  1	  pm	  	  

In	  the	  University	  of	  Ulster	  Belfast	  Campus	  York	  Street.	  

	  

This	   seminar	   addresses	   threats	   to	   security	   and	   justice	   that	   emanate	   from	   groups	   rather	   than	  
individuals,	   such	  as	  hate	   crime,	  drug	  dealing,	   street	  disorder	  and	  gang	  violence.	   It	   examines	   the	  
potential	  of	  mobilising	  local	  communities	  in	  partnership	  with	  law	  enforcement	  and	  other	  services	  
to	  restore	  safety	  and	  justice.	  	  

	  	  

Professor	  David	  Kennedy	  will	  present	  findings	  from	  his	  highly	  effective	  interventions	  to	  reduce	  violence	  
and	  drug	  dealing	  in	  the	  USA	  through	  implementing	  strategic	  partnerships	  between	  local	  communities,	  law	  
enforcement	  and	  social	  services.	  

	  

David	  M.	  Kennedy	   is	   the	  director	  of	   the	  Center	   for	  Crime	  Prevention	  and	  Control	   at	   John	   Jay	  College	  of	  
Criminal	   Justice	   in	   New	   York	   City.	   He	   directed	   the	   Boston	   Gun	   Project,	   whose	   “Operation	   Ceasefire”	  
intervention	  was	  responsible	  for	  a	  more	  than	  sixty	  per	  cent	  reduction	  in	  youth	  homicide	  victimization	  and	  
won	  the	  Ford	  Foundation	  Innovations	  in	  Government	  award;	  the	  Herman	  Goldstein	  International	  Award	  
for	  Problem-‐Oriented	  Policing,	  and	  the	  International	  Association	  of	  Chiefs	  of	  Police	  Webber	  Seavey	  Award.	  
He	   developed	   the	   High	   Point	   drug	   market	   intervention	   strategy,	   which	   also	   won	   an	   Innovations	   in	  
Government	   Award.	   He	   helped	   design	   and	   field	   the	   Justice	   Department’s	   Strategic	   Approaches	   to	  
Community	  Safety	  Initiative,	  the	  Treasury	  Department’s	  Youth	  Crime	  Gun	  Interdiction	  Initiative,	  and	  the	  
Bureau	   of	   Justice	   Assistance’s	   Drug	   Market	   Intervention	   Program.	   He	   is	   the	   co-‐chair	   of	   the	   National	  
Network	   for	   Safe	   Communities,	   an	   alliance	   of	   more	   than	   50	   jurisdictions	   dedicated	   to	   reducing	   crime,	  
reducing	  incarceration,	  and	  addressing	  the	  racial	  conflict	  

	  

Tim	  Chapman,	  University	  of	  Ulster,	  will	  present	   interim	  findings	  from	  the	  ALTERNATIVE	  research	  programme	  
into	   developing	   alternative	   understandings	   of	   security	   and	   justice	   through	   restorative	   justice	   approaches	   in	  
intercultural	   settings	   within	   democratic	   societies.	   This	   a	   European	   wide	   project	   involving	   partners	   from	   six	  
different	  countries.	  	  
	  
The	  ALTERNATIVE	  research	   in	  Northern	   Ireland	   focuses	  on	  the	  use	  of	  community	  based	  restorative	   justice	   in	  
east,	  south	  and	  west	  Belfast.	  Tim	  Chapman	   lectures	  at	  the	  University	  of	  Ulster	  on	  the	  Masters	   in	  Restorative	  
Practices.	  	  
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Harry	  Maguire,	  Community	  Restorative	  Justice	  Ireland,	  and	  Mark	  Black,	  Communities	  Actively	  Restoring	  
Empowerment,	  will	   speak	   on	   the	   value	   of	   actively	   involving	   local	   communities	   in	   community	   safety	   as	  
equal	  partners	  with	  the	  state.	  

	  

Please	  confirm	  your	  attendance	  with	  Gail	  Hanlon	  at	  g.hanlon@ulster.ac.uk	  	  

	  

SEVENTH	  FRAMEWORK	  PROGRAMME	  

COOPERATION	  PROGRAMME	  
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Annex 2. Programme workshop Derry/Londonderry 

	  
	  

Improving	  Justice	  and	  Security	  through	  Community	  Action	  

Seminar	  on	  13th	  November	  from	  9-30	  am	  to	  1	  pm	  	  

In	  St	  Columba’s	  Park	  Centre,	  Derry/Londonderry	  

	  

Professor	   David	   Kennedy	   will	   present	   findings	   from	   his	   highly	   effective	   interventions	   to	  
reduce	   violence	   and	   drug	   dealing	   in	   the	   USA	   through	   implementing	   strategic	   partnerships	  
between	  local	  communities,	  law	  enforcement	  and	  social	  services.	  

	  

David	  M.	   Kennedy	   is	   the	   director	   of	   the	   Center	   for	   Crime	   Prevention	   and	   Control	   at	   John	   Jay	  
College	   of	   Criminal	   Justice	   in	   New	   York	   City.	   He	   directed	   the	   Boston	   Gun	   Project,	   whose	  
“Operation	  Ceasefire”	   intervention	  was	  responsible	  for	  a	  more	  than	  sixty	  per	  cent	  reduction	  in	  
youth	  homicide	  victimization	  and	  won	  the	  Ford	  Foundation	  Innovations	  in	  Government	  award;	  
the	  Herman	  Goldstein	  International	  Award	  for	  Problem-‐Oriented	  Policing,	  and	  the	  International	  
Association	  of	  Chiefs	  of	  Police	  Webber	  Seavey	  Award.	  He	  developed	  the	  High	  Point	  drug	  market	  
intervention	  strategy,	  which	  also	  won	  an	  Innovations	   in	  Government	  Award.	  He	  helped	  design	  
and	   field	   the	   Justice	   Department’s	   Strategic	   Approaches	   to	   Community	   Safety	   Initiative,	   the	  
Treasury	   Department’s	   Youth	   Crime	   Gun	   Interdiction	   Initiative,	   and	   the	   Bureau	   of	   Justice	  
Assistance’s	  Drug	  Market	  Intervention	  Program.	  He	  is	  the	  co-‐chair	  of	  the	  National	  Network	  for	  
Safe	   Communities,	   an	   alliance	   of	   more	   than	   50	   jurisdictions	   dedicated	   to	   reducing	   crime,	  
reducing	  incarceration,	  and	  addressing	  the	  racial	  conflict	  

	  

Hugh	   Campbell	   will	   present	   interim	   findings	   from	   the	   ALTERNATIVE	   research	   programme	   into	  
developing	  alternative	  understandings	  of	  security	  and	  justice	  through	  restorative	  justice	  approaches	  
in	  intercultural	  settings	  within	  democratic	  societies.	  This	  a	  European	  wide	  project	  involving	  partners	  
from	  six	  different	  countries.	  	  
	  
The	  ALTERNATIVE	   research	   in	  Northern	   Ireland	   focuses	   on	   the	   use	   of	   community	   based	   action	   on	  
dealing	  and	  using	  drugs	  in	  Derry/Lodonderry.	  Hugh	  Campbell	   lectures	  at	  the	  University	  of	  Ulster	  on	  
the	  Masters	  in	  Restorative	  Practices.	  	  
	  
Denis	  Bradley,	  Director	  of	  the	  Northlands	  Addiction	  Treatment	  Centre,	  will	  speak	  on	  the	  issue	  
of	  drugs	  in	  Derry/Londonderry.	  
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Please	  confirm	  your	  attendance	  with	  Gail	  Hanlon	  at	  g.hanlon@ulster.ac.uk	  	  

	  

SEVENTH	  FRAMEWORK	  PROGRAMME	  

COOPERATION	  PROGRAMME	  
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Annex 3. Presentation David Kennedy 
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Annex 4. Presentation Tim Chapman 
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Annex 5. Invitation to the Norwegian workshop 
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Annex 6. Presentation Inge Vanfraechem (Introduction) 
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Annex 7. Presentation Inge Vanfraechem (Some results) 
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