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Concepts of Justice
Justice refers to legal or philosophical theory through which administration of fairness is upheld. The concept of justice is not similar in every culture. One of the initial theories of justice was discussed by the Ancient Greek philosopher Plato in his work The Republic. Advocates of divine command theory argue that justice issues from God (Begum, & Awan, 2013). In the 17th century, theorists such as John Locke described the theory of natural law. Philosopher in the social contract tradition was arguing that that justice is obtained from the mutual agreement of stakeholders or members (Rawls, 2009). In the nineteenth century, utilitarian philosophers including John Stuart Mill argued that justice is what has the best consequences (Markle, 2004). Theories of distributive justice concern what is distributed, between whom they are to be distributed, and what is the proper distribution. 
Egalitarians argued that justice is able to only exist within the coordinates of equality. John Rawls used a social contract argument to demonstrate that justice, and more so distributive justice, is a way of fairness (Barry, 2001). Property rights theorists (such Robert Nozick) take a deontological view of distributive justice and argue that property rights-based justice maximizes the overall wealth of an economic system. Theories of retributive justice are concerned with punishment for wrongdoing. Restorative justice (also sometimes called "reparative justice") is an approach to justice that focuses on restoring what is good, and necessarily focuses on the needs of victims and offenders (Strang, 2002). 
Restorative justice
Restorative justice is a concept of justice which recognizes that crime causes negative to the people or the society at large. Restorative justice has a provision for repairing injuries caused by a criminal behavior. Besides, this principle of justice allows the stakeholders to participate in the process of restoration. Therefore, it allows the victim, the offender as well as the affected parties of the society to be involved directly in responding to crime. These stakeholders are important to the criminal justice process, with governmental as well as legal professionals serving as facilitators of a system that are aiming at the accountability of the offender, reparation to the victim plus complete participation by the victim, offender as well as the society. The  restorative mechanism of including all the stakeholders, usually in the face-to-face negotiations, is critical method of considering the material, physical injuries, social, psychological as well as emotional injuries caused by the crime (Bazemore, & Maruna, 2009). 
Suppose a party is not willing or is not in ability to participate, there are other measures taken to realize the restorative result of restoring the harm. Some of the accountability measures taken in considering the accountability of the offender, and they include assistance in material support, emotional support as well as spiritual support. 
Therefore, restorative justice that is insisting on the importance of both processes of restoration as well as restorative results is as follows: “Restorative justice is a theory insisting on repairing the injury caused or harm exposed by a criminal behavior. Restorative justice is brought about through process of cooperation including al the stakeholders.”  
Application of Restorative Justice
	Restorative justice has been used to repair harm caused by crime, with regards to relationships as well as societies. For this reason, restorative justice has been applied in diverse areas, for example, in schools, in prisons and in criminal cases. Under these categories, we are going to discuss the types of crimes restorative justice is most useful
In Schools
	Restorative is very important in schools since at one point, schools are considered rehabilitation center, and restorative justice is considered a tool for rehabilitation.  Restorative justice attempts to repair harm done by recognizing the effect on the victim, society as well as the criminal, accepting responsibility for the harm. Besides, restorative justice practices can be preventive actions for building skills as well as capacity in learners. For example a crime like causing a disruption in classroom, the restorative justice for this is to apologize to the teacher as well as the classroom either verbally or in writing accompanied with a promise of not repeating and contributing more positively in future, request colleagues to hold him or her accountable and joining in school or classroom clean-up activities.
Prison
Restorative justice is also applicable to offenders incarcerated. Restorative justice help in rehabilitation and gradually reintegration back to the society. Restorative justice repairs relationship between the offenders and victims, offenders and society due to crime. Besides, restorative justice looks to address the conditions that led to the crime. It is said this can prevent recidivism once the offender is released. 
Restorative Justice and Recidivism
Recidivism refers to the act of repeating an offence previously charged or sentenced. Recidivism is the other goal of restorative justice (Van Ness, & Strong, 2014). The proponents of restorative justice propose that restorative justice is capable of preventing re-offending a criminal behavior as well as deterring other potential criminals. Conversely, the critics argue that restorative justice has no significant impact on reducing recidivism together with other potential criminal offences. In several research studies performed over the years from the time restorative justice was first implemented, results from those studies show mixed results on its effectiveness (Bonta, Jesseman, Rugge, & Cormier, 2006). Studies performed in 2013 that were comparing rates of recidivism are becoming more definitive and are favoring. Restorative Justice. Certain research findings are claiming modest, relative mitigations, though more contemporary research outcome are getting significant reductions in the rates of recidivism. 
Subsequent to accurate definition of Restorative Justice and probably  promoting Restorative Justice practices,  in 2005, Latimer, Dowden together with Muise carried out the second meta-analysis on the effectiveness of Restorative Justice. This research was necessary as it was addressing the file-drawer issue. Besides, certain  research studies interpreted and analyzed enforced a randomized  controlled trial (a gold standard in the methods of research), however, this was not representing most studies included. The meta-analysis was lending empirical support for the effectiveness of Restorative Justice to mitigate  the rates of recidivism as well as increasing compliance  plus rates of satisfaction. They are citing authors from one research study who noted no evidence  that Restorative Justice  has a therapy consequence on recidivism past an influence of  self-selection.
A 2007 book by Sherman and Strang’s is a revision of a prior literature and they deduce  that restorative justice is less harmful compared to traditional system of justice. The book continues to suggest that restorative justice is equally as effective as the traditional system in al incidences. In majority of cases, more so with serious offences  as well as with non-underage offenders, it is essentially more effective  than  the traditional system of justice at reducing the rates of recidivism.  The following are the deductions by the authors: (1) Substantially mitigated recidivism for certain criminals, though not all; (2) Doubled (or more) the criminals who have been faced justice as diversion from Conventional Justice (CJ); (3) Mitigated victims of crime post-injury stress signs together with associated expenses; (4) Given the victims together with the criminals  with extra fulfillment with justice more than Conventional Justice; (5) Lowered victims of crime urge for violent revenge against those who offended them; (6) Decreased the expenses of criminal  justice, when employed as diversion from  Conventional Justice; and (7)Decreased recidivism  more that prison (non-juveniles) or together with prison (youths). (Sherman and Strang, 2007, p. 4).
The latest meta-analysis  by the Cochrane Collaboration (2013) on the impact  of youth justice conferencing  on recidivism in juveniles noted that there was no basic impact for restorative justice conferencing over usual court  sessions for number re-arrested, nor monthly re-offending rates. Besides, they noted lack of high quality evidence concerning the effectiveness of restorative justice conferencing for the juvenile offenders.
Procedural justice
Generally, procedural justice is being fair in the procedure that is providing solutions to disputes and allocating resources. One feature of procedural justice is associated to discussions of the administration of administration of justice as well as legal proceedings.  Procedural justice is a concept that is promoting positive organizational transformation and enhances good relationships. Procedural justice has four principles, defined as the four pillars of, and they include (1) fairness in the process; (2) transparent actions; (3) providing opportunity for voice; and (4) being impartial in making decision (Rossner, 2011). 
But the four principles (or pillars) don’t stand alone; they support one another. The process of decision making also requires transparency and openness; that is, decisions should unfold out in the open as much as possible, and the reasoning behind decision making should be explained clearly when appropriate (Hough et al., 2010). People want an opportunity not only to understand what is happening but also to feel they have an opportunity for voice to ensure their side of the story is heard. No one likes to feel their future is being decided upon at another person’s whim; rather, people want voice or representation in decisions that may directly affect them. We all want decision making to be guided by impartiality, ensuring that biases did not influence the decision and ultimately the outcome (Walumbwa, Hartnell, & Oke, 2010).
When the four pillars of procedural justice are embraced (beginning with the executive leadership and continuing down through sworn and civilian supervisors) it may ultimately have an impact on the way front line officers and civilian personnel interact with the public (Mazerolle et al., 2013).2 Procedural justice is a concept that promotes positive organizational change, bolsters better relations with the community, and enhances officers’ and civilian employees’ safety (Aquino, Tripp, & Bies, 2006).
There are two areas of procedural justice as it applies to law enforcement: internal and external. Internal procedural justice refers to officers’ perceptions that their colleagues’ actions—particularly those of their supervisors—are fair and understandable, which demonstrates a key level of respect. Research on internal procedural justice indicates that officers who feel respected by their supervisors are more likely to understand why decisions were made; more likely to accept, support, and voluntarily comply with those decisions, including departmental policies; and less likely to challenge the decisions.3 Additionally, officers are happier at work, feel a greater sense of self worth, and are more willing to go the extra mile for the agency because they have a deeper connection to the agency’s mission and vision (Bottoms, & Tankebe, 2012). This demonstrates that people are more willing to make sacrifices if the process is perceived to be procedurally just and if they are shown respect prior to the outcome.
Internal procedurally just behaviors lead to external procedurally just behaviors. External procedural justice focuses on the way law enforcement (particularly front line officers) and other legal authorities interact with the public. The characteristics of those interactions will have a direct and fundamental impact on public opinion often referred to as police “legitimacy.”4 Such interactions can either enhance or lower people’s opinions of law enforcement agencies and their personnel (Paré, & Tremblay, 2007).
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