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Do not forget to submit you abstracts!

ACADEMY OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE SCIENCES

2016 ANNUAL MEETING

March 29 - April 2, 2016

Sheraton Denver Downtown Hotel

Denver, Colorado

“Advancing Justice on All Fronts”

Email: acjs2016@gmail.com

The Program Committee requests submissions by September 15, 2015.  The final deadline for submissions is September 30, 2015.  Please note that the online submission system will close at midnight EST on September 30, 2015.

Special Thanks to Janet Lambert at the University of Mississippi and Michael Davis, Graduate Assistant at University of Mississippi, for their assistance with this newsletter
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Dear Section Members


Welcome to all of my friends and colleagues, and my best wishes for a good school year.  Our Section is entering its 7th year, and we are busy with plans to enhance the view of restorative justice throughout ACJS.  We are working hard to create a link to have materials available to academics who are teaching courses in restorative justice.  In addition, we are hosting a reception at the ACJS Conference in Denver, where we will welcome Rep. Pete Lee, Colorado State Representative who has introduced and helped pass legislation for restorative justice in Colorado, and Deb Witzel, State of Colorado Restorative Justice Coalition’s Administrative Manager.  I encourage all members to get involved, and help us grow.  We need your help!





As we look out at a troubled world, where violence truly only creates more violence, our work feels all the more urgent.  Restorative justice engages all of us with hope and compassion, and effective ways to interact in our world.  I am always optimistic that we can make a difference, and I encourage you to become part of our efforts here.  





Feel free to contact me if you have ideas and energy to help our Section.  I look forward to hearing from you, and seeing you in Denver in March.





Joanne Katz


Chair, ACJS Section on Restorative and Community Justice











Holli Vah Seliskar


Kaplan University, Assistant Department Chair; Kent State University, Doctoral Candidate


Introduction


Fostering community, empowerment, critical reflection, activism, and respect, restorative practices in conjunction with culturally responsive teaching in schools provides opportunities for teachers and students to engage in collaborative, cooperative, and meaningful ways of strengthening academic competencies and building democratic values for students, extending far beyond the four walls of the classroom.  Adopting the three principles of social justice in education: equity, activism, and social literacy (Ayers, Quinn, & Stovall, 2009), through shared responsibility, negotiated ways of teaching and learning, and a “mutual teacher-student authority” (Shor, 1992, p. 16), this ongoing research will discuss the implications of culturally responsive teaching and restorative justice in education as a foundation to transform our classrooms into democratic centers of teaching and learning. Through the use of restorative justice practices framed by culturally responsive teaching and discipline, the necessary framework is cultivated for students to become lifelong learners who are socially and politically conscious, self-reflective agents of social change, and responsible global leaders.   








Restorative Justice Practices as Culturally Responsive Teaching in an Alternative School








Conceptual Framework


The conceptual framework for this research includes culturally responsive teaching (Gay, 2000; Ladson-Billings, 1995), and will be framed using a critical lens (McLaren, 2009). The research will also include an understanding of moral development in children, and the implications for developmental discipline (Watson, 2014), the use of restorative justice practices in schools (Morrison, 2007), and restorative justice theories (Wachtel, 2012; Zehr, 2002; Zehr, 2005).





Purpose of the Research





The purpose of this research is to expand on two previous pilot studies conducted in 2013 and 2014, to understand the use and practices of restorative justice as a classroom management tool, and as a means to handle disciplinary issues in an alternative school environment. There is a considerable underrepresentation of research on the implementation and understanding of restorative justice within schools, particularly from the perspectives of students, teachers, and school counselors (Basar & Akan, 2013; Morrison, 2007).  





Using the conceptual framework of culturally responsive teaching and developmental discipline to guide the process of data collection and analysis, the research will analyze the use of restorative justice practices from the perspectives of teachers, counselors, and students.  Six interviews with teachers have been completed, and more than thirty hours of observation have been conducted within an alternative school in Pennsylvania and will contribute to the ongoing analysis of data.  Further data collection and analysis is expected to continue in the fall of 2015, and will include interviews with students and any new teachers or counselors not previously interviewed, as well as additional hours of observation within the school.  
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National Association for Community and Restorative Justice








National Conference, June 2015, Fort Lauderdale, FL


For the fifth time in 10 years, Restorative Justice academics, practitioners, and researchers met together to learn, discuss, and celebrate the use of Restorative Justice.  Over 550 participants met in the beautiful Harbor Beach Marriott, on the beach in Fort Lauderdale, and proceeded to engage, and become a community together for a few days.  Mara Schiff chaired the event, and Mike Gilbert, Executive Director of NACRJ and the first Chair of the Restorative and Community Justice Section of ACJS, worked hard to make the event so successful.  A planning committee worked for two years on putting together the content and details of the conference.





A full-day preconference training session started with Dominic Barter.  Barter works in Brazil, helping to build community through a form of Circle Practice in the poorest areas of Rio de Janiero.  The training was fascinating, as we learned about and practiced his work and the methods he uses to organize communities.  Nearly 100 people came early for this opportunity to learn from him.





Barter also opened the conference with his keynote, Using Restorative Justice to Build Sustainable Communities.  Dr. Cornel West, well-known author and Professor of Philosophy and Christian Practice, Union Theological Seminary, gave the afternoon plenary.  His topic was Justice for the Future, and he wowed the audience with his oratory skills as he discussed race and justice and the need for restorative justice to heal the wounds of our country.  





The next day started with a data-driven talk by Dr. Jeremy Travis, President of John Jay College of Criminal Justice.  He presented his research on the demographics of the offender population in U.S. prisons, in his talk entitled Criminal Justice:  Viewing Mass Incarceration from the Ground Up.   The afternoon started with a panel entitled, The Intersection of Restorative Justice and Foregiveness:  An Interfaith Dialogue.  The panel included victims of different faiths who had found ways to forgive the person who harmed them.  This included Buddhist (Sujatha Baliga) a survivor of childhood sexual abuse; Catholics (Kate and Andy Grosmaire) whose daughter was killed by her fiancé; and Muslim (Azim Khamisa) whose son was killed by a young man as part of a gang initiation.  





The final day ended with keynote speaker, Professor Margaret Burham, Northeastern University Law School, who spoke on her work on unsolved cases from the Civil Rights era in the South, in a speech entitled, Getting Past the Past:  Restorative Practices and Racial Harms.   All of these talks are available on the NACRJ website. 





There were workshops and presentations from people from all over the United States, Europe and Caribbean.  After 3 ½ days of networking and learning, all who attended were feeling connected and hopeful for the future of restorative and community justice.





The next conference is already being planned for June, 2017 in Oakland, CA.   Check out the NACRJ website or friend the Facebook page to keep posted on the dates. The photos included in this Newsletter were taken at the 5th NACRJ conference and submitted by Michael Gilbert.





�





Kay Pranis Receives the Lifetime Achievement Award











Inside Story Headline
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Timothy J. Holler, Ph. D.


University of Pittsburgh at Greensburg, Division of Behavioral Sciences


Previous studies have tested restorative justice programs using survey methodology that is quantified into rates of completion and satisfaction (McGarrell & Hipple, 2007; Niemeyer & Schicor, 1996; Nugent & Paddock, 1996; Sherman, Strang, & Woods, 2000; Strang, 2002; Strang et al., 2006; Strang, Sherman, Woods, & Barnes, 2011; Umbreit, 1994; Urban & Riggs, 2009; Winnimaki, 1997). While the results have been favorable, this approach has narrowed the understanding of how restorative justice programs actually provide youth offenders and their victims, as well as the community, with resources and knowledge to repair the harm that has been done. This research addresses the issues of implementation and sustainability in restorative justice programming through an exploratory case study of a long-standing Victim Offender Conferencing (VOC) program developed by the Center for Community Peacemaking in Lancaster, Pennsylvania.





This study focuses on several limitations that are present within restorative justice research. The first is the lack of qualitative analysis of restorative justice programs. The second is the advancement of a more comprehensive narrative regarding the implementation and development processes of a restorative VOC. As evidence-based programming becomes increasingly utilized, the research about programs that have established themselves as effective under the evidenced-based umbrella will need to shift toward identifying implementation and sustainability strategies. 





Following a review of restorative justice literature, and the guidelines for restorative justice programming in Pennsylvania, several research components were developed to address the multi-faceted VOC program. The first areas of concern were outlined by the Pennsylvania Commission on Crime Delinquency and include accountability, competency development, and community protection. These have all been identified as primary goals that restorative justice programs throughout Pennsylvania should strive to achieve (Bender, King, & Torbet, 2006; Torbet, 2008; Torbet & Thomas, 2005).  





The second component this study assesses is the way in which various stakeholders have come together to establish and propel the VOC program forward. The extensiveness of the VOC program is clear even from a passing glance at the CCP website. Thus, it became necessary to establish how the relationships between stakeholders such as the courts, the board of the CCP, juvenile probation, youth aid panels, and community volunteers, are responsible for the continued success of the VOC program.





The third, and most unique, component to this entire program is its volunteer base. This communal response to criminality, or social deviance, is a cornerstone of restorative justice practices. The CCP has established a network of volunteers who are providing restorative justice outreach to youth, both victims and offenders, their families, and the community. This relationship was examined for its potential in creating a model of volunteerism that is sustainable throughout other counties in the Commonwealth.





Finally, the fourth component of the research was to identify the continued development of stakeholder relationships. Cooperation among agencies often can be responsible for the continued success or rapid descent of a non-profit organization such as CCP (Dhami & Joy, 2007).














Instituting Restoration: Establishing and Sustaining a Restorative Model of Justice








Additionally, restorative justice research often is linked with the outcomes of recidivism and satisfaction, with very limited focus on the maintenance of professional and restoratively-based relationships. However, these relationships and the continued support from all facets of the justice system are just as important as the outcome measures used to assess success in previous research.  





To assess the multiple components of the VOC, twenty-four semi-structured interviews were conducted with VOC facilitators (17), one of the program’s primary developers, juvenile probation officers (4), and both current and former administrative staff (2). Interviews were conducted on site and both in person and on the telephone. In addition to the semi-structured interviews, artifacts and archival records (40) were examined to further develop the understanding of CCP’s reach within the community, as well as their restorative justice processes.











�











For programs in Pennsylvania the expectations of a Balanced and Restorative Justice approach to youth offending are high. Results of the qualitative analysis suggest that CCP has met nearly all of those expectations through their restorative approaches and their use of highly trained community volunteers. Results from the broader examination of the VOC show that restorative programs need to be highly supported by community-, faith-, and justice-based agencies, as well as a core group of individuals who are steadfast in their commitment to restorative justice practices. Without each one of these groups striving toward the same restorative goals the development of a restorative program that can withstand the fluctuation of juvenile justice policy is nearly impossible. While this can be difficult, especially when trying to maintain steady avenues of funding, faith-based communities can help produce the dedicated volunteer facilitator base that is needed to sustain restorative programs. 





For more information on the Center for Community Peacemaking visit �HYPERLINK "http://www.ccp.org"�www.ccp.org�
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Cornell West presenting his Keynote Speech
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Justice in the Former Yugoslavia: Population-based Perceptions of Justice Mechanisms and Paradigms in a Transition Context








Nicholas A. Jones, Ph.D.


University of Regina


Introduction





Conflict in the region encompassing the former Yugoslavia had been ongoing since as early as the period of the Habsburg empire in the 1200s (Rogel, 1998; Scharf, 1997). The centuries of violent struggle have been argued to be the result of tension and struggles for dominance across a variety of socio-political realms including religion/ethnicity, language, and economics (Crnobrnja, 1994; Oliver, 2005). Despite some periods of relative peace and stability, tensions reappeared culminating in “mass murders, extrajudicial executions, torture, rape, illegal detention, forced displacement looting and destruction of religious and cultural sites” (Parmentier, et al., 2009, p. 29). These resulted in allegations of ethnic cleansing, war crimes, crimes against humanity, and genocide during these regional wars between 1992 and 1995 (Mojzes, 2011).


 


Transitional justice has been defined by the United Nations Security Council (2004) as “the full range of processes and mechanisms associated with a society’s attempts to come to terms with a legacy of large-scale past abuses in order to ensure accountability, serve justice, and achieve reconciliation” (p. 4). The concept of transitional justice has been widely debated in the academic literature with regard to the various processes undertaken, particularly as they relate to the experience of victims; thereby suggesting “the necessity of a more holistic response that enables the state, the community and individuals to confront the past in a manner more conducive to a better future” (Jones et al., 2014, p. 144).





Traditionally, transitional justice processes are developed and initiated, and “managed by national and international elites, the views and expectations of the local populations are rarely taken into account” (Parmentier et al., 2009, p. 30). In the context of the former Yugoslavia, the mechanism employed in response to the crimes included international trials at the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY), domestic prosecutions, and truth commissions. However, at the time of data collection in these two sites, the debate over how to address the conflict was still ongoing as the “region [was] still struggling to find the best way(s) to address the atrocities that 











occurred in the past and their consequences, and to rebuild trust among its citizens” (Valinãs et al., 2009, p. 3). The importance of giving consideration to the views of the population in this context, as a means for addressing the observed “top-down ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach” (Lundy & McGovern, 2008, p. 265), provides potentially “unique insights into strategies and mechanisms” (Parmentier et al., 2009, p. 30) in the transitional context. 


 


Theoretical Framework





The primary theoretical framework providing the foundation for this research is the TARR III model initially proposed by Parmentier (2003) and later revised by Parmentier and Weitekamp (2007, 2012) which includes: 1) trauma, 2) truth, 3) two measures of accountability (imposed obligations and active responsibility), 4) reparation, 5) dialogue, and 6) reconciliation. It additionally incorporates restorative justice theoretical components including, but not limited to, participation in the resolution of conflict (i.e. “encounter”) (e.g., VanNess & Strong, 2015) and restorative dialogue (e.g., Umbreit et al., 2007).





Purpose of the Research/Methodology





This research expands on previous findings in the former Yugoslavia (specifically Serbia and Bosnia- Herzegovina, [see Jones et al., 2012, 2014; Parmentier et al., 2009, 2014; Valiñas et al., 2009a, 2009b]) to investigate residents’ attitudes and opinions toward the inclusion of restorative justice (dialogical) approaches in a post-conflict/transitional justice context. In addition, it explores the relevance of restorative approaches as opposed to, or in combination with, formal court processes in providing an increased participatory framework for post-conflict situations in the pursuit of reconciliation. The main purpose of the research is to establish whether or not there is a desire on the part of the population to engage in more dialogically based (restorative) processes as part of the transition toward reconciliation. It has been argued (Jones et al., 2012; 2014) that restorative processes can play a role in this context. If the research bears out this hypothesis, it can lend support to examining the inclusion of these processes in future cases of mass victimization within the cultural context in which they occur.





The data for this research combines data sets collected in population-based surveys which incorporated a stratified sampling approach in Bosnia-Herzegovina (N=855) and Serbia (N=922) in 2006. Demographic variables (i.e. age, gender, ethnicity, religious affiliation, etc.) as well as other measures associated with the TARR III model (trust, accountability, reparation, dialogue, etc.) will be analyzed with respect to their relationships with each other and the potential affect they produce with regard to participants’ perceptions of the possibility for reconciliation.
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The Road Less Traveled: GLS, SL, and RJ
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John Wade & Michelle Kilburn


Southeast Missouri State University


The Global Leadership Summit (GLS) is an annual two-day leadership program delivered live at Willow Creek Community Church near Chicago and via satellite to over 375 host sites across North America and around the world reaching over 260,000 participants.  Recognized leaders from business, education, government, religion and entertainment present leadership strategies, new research and ideas to participants world-wide.  GLS began program delivery to correctional institutions in 2014 and expanded delivery from 4 to 12 facilities in 2015.  The findings presented here resulted from the opportunity to facilitate the program at one of this year’s prison sites.


During the latter part of the twentieth century Robert Greenleaf (1977) established a new paradigm with his paradoxical term, servant leadership (SL). The concept was rapidly embraced and the term is frequently used in most avenues of leadership study.  In the opening moments of this year’s GLS, the authors began to identify themes that directly or implicitly mirrored the ten characteristics of servant leadership posited by Larry Spears (2010).  





With further thought, the researchers hypothesized a three-part connection among GLS participation, servant leadership characteristics and restorative justice (RJ) competencies including healing, reintegration and personal change on the part of offender stakeholders (Zehr, 2002). The findings presented here support the argument of a relationship between offenders participating in the GLS and servant leadership characteristics and between those characteristics and restorative justice.





Methodology





Prison staff, as well as volunteers from the LaCroix Prison Ministry of Cape Girardeau, Missouri, selected the participants.  Criteria included:  a) displayed/potential leadership, b) maintained 120 days violation free, and c) approval by the prison’s Executive Staff. Religious affiliation was not considered. Forty participants were identified and a waiting list was generated.  Three of the original 40 dropped/transferred.  Two were replaced, leaving 39 inmates to participate in the training.





Mike Gilbert opens the conference





�

















Each inmate signed a covenant to engage in the program and participate in evaluations. Southeast Missouri State’s Human Subjects Committee granted approval to survey participants.  Attendees signed confidentiality waivers.  All attendees (39/39) completed the evaluations. For this study, the overall evaluation question, “Describe one action you plan to apply based on what you learned from one of the GLS sessions” was examined.  Of the 39 participants, 69% (27/39) answered this question.  





Open and axial coding strategies were used to analyze the qualitative responses (Strauss & Corbin, 1990).  Open coding identified key words and phrases. Axial coding grouped the codes/labels into categories. From those categories, overarching themes were identified.





Results





Respondents strongly agreed GLS was an excellent experience and well worth their time (38 out of 39 respondents).  The reviewers found support that selection was not based on religious affiliation. As one respondent indicated, “Awesome in spirit and presentation.  We had Muslims, Hindus, Wiccans, a Buddhist, and non-faith practitioners.”





Open coding to the question, “Describe one action you plan to apply based on what you learned from one of the GLS sessions,” revealed phrases alluding to Servant Leadership.  Therefore, the axial coding construct utilized the 10 Characteristics of Servant Leadership (SL): listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualization, foresight, stewardship, commitment to the growth of people and building community (Spears, 2010).





All 10 characteristics were identified in at least one response; however, the most prevalent SL characteristics referenced included:  “awareness” (70%, 19/27), “building community” (37%, 10/27), “empathy” (30%, 8/27), “commitment to the growth of people” (26%, 7/27) and “listening” (26%, 7/27).   Characteristics identified, but found to be minor themes, included:  stewardship and conceptualization (each 7%, 2/27), foresight, healing and persuasion (each 4% or 1/27).





Comments representative of the most prevalent SL characteristics





“As Craig challenged us, I'm going to improve my competence at leading the facilitators and programs I head up by giving men more opportunity to lead (me stepping back) and offering more information for their growth.”





“Making a bigger commitment to my community as a leader in prison, and make a bigger more positive impact on society”





“The insight and lessons I learned were invaluable.  I now know that I have more tools than I originally thought I had and have the confidence to sharpen other tools to improve my abilities.”





“To apply all that I've learned daily.  Specifically learn to love and be more concerned for each individual in my life”.





“To speak generously to everyone in this group whenever I see them.  Have a series of meetings with my facilitator team in the ITC.”





Conclusions and Implications





This cursory review of the exit survey of GLS participants in a maximum security institution displayed potential relationships among GLS participation, Servant Leadership and Restorative Justice.  Obviously, there is a need to probe deeper and wider and the researchers intend to achieve a more in-depth analysis by thoroughly examining the complete exit survey along with a review of the pre and post leadership inventories. The latter should help resolve questions on whether the participants were selected on the basis of preexisting servant leadership characteristics or whether those skills grew as a result of
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participating in the GLS.  





As one of the three RJ stakeholders (Zehr, 2002), offenders and their families are often overshadowed by the focus on victims and their families and the community.  The growth of servant leadership characteristics establishes human capital and has a potential positive impact toward reintegration.  Further, the relationship between peer and family influence (Hoeve et al, 2009; Gifford-Smith et al, 2005; Warr & Stafford, 1991) is well documented. Developing servant leaders and transforming followers into leaders may strengthen resistance to temptation and deter participants from reoffending.  





Further and deeper research is needed and validates follow-up interviews scheduled for November, 2015 and February, 2016.  As previously noted, delivery of the GLS into correctional facilities is relatively new and the authors encourage institutions and host churches to partner in the future to more fully determine the relationships between the variables identified here along with new variables as they surface.





References





Gifford-Smith, M., Dodge, K., Dishon, T. J., & McCord, J. (2005). Peer Influence in Children and Adolescents: Crossing the Bridge from Development to Intervention Science. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 33(3), 255-265.


Greenleaf, R. K. (1977). Servant leadership: A journey into the nature of legitimate power and    greatness. New York: Paulist Press.


Hoeve, M., Dubas, J. S., Eichelsheim, V.I., Laan, P. V. D., Smeenk, W., & Gerris, J. R. M. (2009). The Relationship Between Parenting and Delinquency:  A Meta-analysis.  Journal of Abnormal Psychology 37(6) 749-775.


Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1990). Basics of qualitative research: Grounded theory procedures and techniques. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.


Spears, L. C. (2010). Character and Servant Leadership:  Ten Characteristics of Effective, Caring Leaders. The Journal of Virtues and Leadership, 1(1) 25-30.


Warr, J. and M. Stafford (1991). The Influence of Delinquent Peers: What They Think or What They Do?. Criminology, 29(4) 851-866.


Zehr, H. (2002). The little book of restorative justice. Intercourse, PA: Good Books.








Dr. Andrew Fulkerson


Southeast Missouri State University


New Section Website


The purposes of the Restorative and Community Justice Section include education and professional development of educators and practitioners in the restorative justice area.  The Section is promoting the teaching of restorative justice by assembling resources for faculty to use in developing restorative justice courses or modifying existing courses. This will be a web-based compendium of information for those who teach restorative justice.  We are soliciting course syllabi, links to pedagogical articles that address restorative justice, links to restorative justice articles, textbooks, and multimedia resources.  The Section will organize the collected materials into a website that will be made available to all Section members.  
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Teaching Restorative Justice Across the Curriculum


In addition to teaching specific restorative justice courses, the restorative justice movement can be promoted and expanded by incorporating restorative justice principles into other areas of the criminal justice system.  The resources that will be compiled on this web site will be useful for those who wish to include restorative justice practices and techniques into other courses.  For example, criminal law and criminal procedure courses can effectively discuss restorative justice principles and practices in aspects of the course that address the purposes of criminal punishment and the disposition of criminal cases.  Community and institutional corrections courses benefit from the discussion of restorative justice practices and interventions.   


Almost any course with components of dispute resolution, disposition and punishment of offenders, treatment of victims and victims' rights can include analysis and discussion of restorative justice in the context of that course.  A student should not have to take a restorative justice course to be exposed to restorative justice principles and practices.  By teaching restorative and community justice across the curriculum, we can greatly expand our sphere of influence and improve the justice system.  


We Need Your Help


If you have a restorative justice course syllabus, or a course that includes a section related to restorative justice, please share them with us.  If you have specific assignments or projects related to restorative and community justice, media or other resources, please make them available to your colleagues in this section.  Please send links, or file copies of any relevant information to Dr. Andrew Fulkerson at the following email address:  afulkerson@semo.edu








The 2015/2016 nomination and election committee for this election is O. Oko Elechi (Mississippi Valley State University), Joanne Katz (Missouri Western State University), and Eric Lambert (The University of Mississippi). The nomination and election committee is seeking nominations for position on Executive Counselor for the Restorative and Community Justice Section. 





Please send Eric Lambert the name and contact information for the individual or individuals you wish to nominate for the Executive Counselor position. Self-nominations are welcomed. If possible, please contact the person you wish to nominate to ensure that he/she is willing to serve. In order to be nominated, a person must be a current member of the Restorative and Community Justice Section and be current on their dues for both the Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences and the Section. Those nominated will be asked to provide a short biographical statement to be provided to section members along with the ballot for the election.





The following are the duties of the Executive Counselor position taken from the bylaws of the Section: "The Executive Counselors will assist the Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson, and the Secretary with the administration and operations of the Section and will perform specific duties as delegated by the Chairperson and/or the Executive Board. . . Executive Counselors shall serve two-year terms." 





There are a total of three Executive Counselor positions for the section. One is open in 2016 and the other two will open in 2017.





The deadline for nominations is 5 pm (Eastern Time Zone), Monday, October 5, 2015. As previously indicated, a candidate must include








Nominations for Executive Counselor Requested





a short biographical statement which will be sent to the Section members as part of the election. The statement needs to be sent to Eric Lambert also by 5 pm (Eastern Time Zone), Monday, October 5, 2015. The email address for Eric Lambert is: eglamber@olemiss.edu.





After receiving nominations, the next step in the process is to hold an election. The election will be electronic using the Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences (ACJS) electronic election system. After verifying the election results, the election results will be announced at the business meeting of the Section at the 2016 ACJS meeting in Denver Colorado.





The nominations and elections committee thanks you for your time and efforts in this request and for your continued support of the Section. We need your assistance in finding individuals willing to run for this important position. Please contact any of the members of the nominations and election committee at your convenience if you have any questions or need further information. We are looking forward to seeing you at the section meeting at the 2016 meeting of the Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences in Denver, Colorado.
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The student will submit the abstract for the paper to the Chair of the Scholarship committee, Dr. Nick Jones (�HYPERLINK "mailto:nick.jones@uregina.ca"�nick.jones@uregina.ca�) immediately following the submission to ACJS.


The scholarship committee (Nick Jones, Linda Keena, and Joanne Katz) will review the submissions and inform the students whether or not they were successful no later than November 15, 2015. The review process will include:


Relevance to the Restorative and Community Justice Section


Priority will be given:


To students submitting their own individual paper for presentation,


To students submitting a co-authored paper for presentation; and


In the event that 2 students are co-authoring a paper, the paper would be considered a single application and the two students would split the $500.00 scholarship.


To students submitting a sole authored poster for presentation


The number of applications will also be a consideration in determining the awarding of the scholarships








Information regarding applying for the Scholarship(s):


The scholarships are open to all students (undergraduate, MA, or Ph.D.)


The student must be a member of ACJS.


The student must be a member of the ACJS Restorative and Community Justice Section.


The student will have submitted the abstract for the paper to ACJS by the final deadline for submission (September 30, 2015).


The paper must have direct relevance to the section (i.e. be a paper focussed on restorative and/or community justice).








The ACJS Restorative and Community Justice Section has budgeted $1000.00 (USD) to provide two (2) student scholarships ($500.00 USD) to assist in off-setting the costs of presenting a paper (or poster) at the ACJS annual meeting. 


This year, the 53rd ACJS annual meeting will be held in Denver, Colorado from March 29 – April 02. The requested deadline for submissions is September 15, 2015, with the final submission deadline of September 30, 2015. 





ACJS Restorative and Community Justice Section 


Student Scholarship 2015-2016
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     Contacting the Editor





Dr. Linda Keena


Associate Professor


University of Mississippi


207 Odom Hall


PO Box 1848


University, MS, 38677-1848


ldkeena@olemiss.edu


662-915-1998
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