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ith this Roundtable, we conclude the fruitful conversation

initiated in the second issue of JPR by Christian

Gudehus’s remarks ‘on the label, field, and heuristics of

perpetrator research’, published alongside comments
from Ernest Verdeja, Raya Morag, Marcia Esparza, Christophe Busch,
and the Editors of the journal.' In publishing Gudehus’s rejoinder and
comments by Aliza Luft and Daniel Bultmann, we believe we have
presented a sufficiently broad range of opinions on the important
points raised in the first intervention. We thank all contributors who
made this possible, and we hope to have provided food for thought to
the readers of JPR and the broader community of scholars working in
this growing interdisciplinary field.
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