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Message from the Section Chair

Greetings, blessings, and good vibes to all section members.  As a start my journey as the new chair of the section, I would like to thank the officers, executive committee and members of the section for their assistance and thoughts during my transition to my new job as Dean of Health and Human Services at Southeast Missouri State University.  I am looking for the continued growth of the section that occurred under the leadership of Mike Gilbert and Gordon Bazemore.

Over the past two years, I was busy as chair of the 4th National Conference on Restorative Justice that took place “Juneteenth” in Toledo Ohio.  The efforts, led by Gina Paris co-chair, resulted in an outstanding conference.  The examination of racism and its impact on restorative justice was deep and insightful.  This conversation is much needed in a society that is divided on the issue of race.  I would like to thank the speakers, presenters, participants, national committee members and a special “shout-out” to the local committee for putting on an event that will spearhead a movement on this important issue.  Good luck to Mara Schiff with her efforts to hold the 5th National Conference on Restorative Justice in South Florida.  Finally, congratulations and thanks to Mike Gilbert for the incorporation and non-profit status of the National Association of Community and Restorative Justice.

Goals for the year include:

1. An increase in membership;

2. More younger practitioners and scholars as members;

3. Reaching out to other sections of ACJS to collaborate on social justice issues;

4. Keeping eyes on the prize for racial justice; and

5. Recruiting more practitioners of restorative and community justice.

As we go through this important journey, I would like to remind members to take care of themselves physically, emotionally, mentally, and spiritually.  As I get older, I am reminded that are labors of love in RJ takes a toll.  I hope to see you all at the next ACJS meeting in Philly.

Morris “Dr. J.” Jenkins

***

R & CJ Section News & Notes

Mary Ellen Reimund, Section Secretary

The section of Restorative and Community Justice held their annual meeting on March 21st in Dallas, Texas.  There were 23 section members attending.  Eric Lambert updated the section on the elections.  The meeting election results are in with Joanne Katz elected as the vice chair.  She will become the incoming chair at the conclusion of Morris Jenkins’ term.  Executive Counselors elected were Andrew Fulkerson, Linda Keena, and Nicolas Jones.  A hearty thank you is given to all the individuals who were nominated to run for one of the section’s officer positions. Their willingness to serve the members of the section is appreciated.

Section member also approved a proposal for staggered terms of the executive counselors.  For the staggered terms to take effect, the section’s constitution had to be changed, which meant a vote by all the members of the section was needed for Article V, Section 7.  This vote was held and the members of the section approved the constitutional change. Below is the amended provision with the changes noted in bold:

Section V

The Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson and Executive Counselors shall serve two-year terms.  In the 2015 election, one Executive Counselor position will serve for one-year and the other two Executive Counselor positions will serve the entire two-year term.  This is being done to ensure that the election of Executive Counselors is staggered. The three candidates elected in 2015 for the Executive Counselor will draw cards and the one with the lowest card will serve a one-year term and the other two will serve a two-year term. In the 2016 election and forward, all three Executive Counselor positions will serve two-year terms.  The Vice-Chairperson will succeed the Chairperson at the end of his/her term in office.  The Chairperson will become the Immediate Past-Chairperson and a member of the Executive Board upon completion of his/her term, and serve in that position for two years.

The section is in the process of setting up contact people involved in restorative and community justice efforts and groups in different U.S. states, Canadian provinces, and in other nations.  At this time, section members serve as contacts on restorative and community justice in the following areas: Arkansas, Connecticut, Jamaica, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, New Mexico, Oregon, Saskatchewan, Texas, and Washington.  If you are willing to serve as a contact or know of a person who would be willing to serve in this role, please contact one of the section’s Executive Counselors.  Working together, we can build an outstanding network of people involved in restorative and community justice.
Section members extended thanks to outgoing section chair Gordon Bazemore, to Michel Gilbert who created the section and continues to provide guidance, and Eric Lambert for his work with ACJS on the elections and constitutional amendment.

Remember to mark your calendars for the 2014 conference of the Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences (ACJS), which will be held February 18 -22, 2014, in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.  At the 2014 ACJS conference will be the general business meeting of the section.  Please attend this meeting!  In closing, everyone is wished a great summer and a wonderful fall.
***
4th National Conference on Restorative Justice and the new

National Association of Community and Restorative Justice (NACRJ)
By Michael J. Gilbert, Ph. D., Executive Director, National Association of Community and Restorative Justice

ACJS Member and Founder of the Section on Restorative and Community Justice

The Conference
On June 19-21, 2013 over 300 restorative and community justice practitioners, teachers, academicians, and researchers met in Toledo for the 4th National Conference on Restorative Justice at the University of Toledo Health Science campus.  The theme of the conference was “Keeping It Real: Race and Restorative Justice”.  Two civil rights leaders and activists from the 1960’s - Dr. Angela Davis and Dr. Erika Huggins – were keynote speakers.  The story of their lives and perspectives clarified the historical role of racism in shaping modern American society and highlighted persistent forms of racism, sexism, and classism that remain.  

In the 50 Years since the 1963 Civil Rights March on Washington and Dr. Martin Luther King’s “I Have a Dream” speech on the Washington Mall before 250,000 freedom marchers, there has been undeniable progress to root out the overt racism of the past but this progress is tainted by the deep inequalities and inequalities that remain throughout our society.  These inequalities are most clearly demarked by race, gender, and class and exacerbated by justice system practices that have reproduced the old Jim Crow barriers based on race with discrimination against those with a criminal record who are disproportionately poorly educated, young, Black, or minority males who reside in neighborhoods of multiple deprivation with high crime rates (see The New Jim Crow: Mass Incarceration in the Age of Colorblindness by Michelle Alexander, 2010).  

Much work remains before Dr. King’s vision of a society where people are judged by the “content of their character” rather their appearance is realized.  Dr. Davis and Dr. Huggins as well as other speakers like Tim Wise, Dr. Julius Bailey, and the Honorable Justice Robert Yazzie challenged us to use the theory, values, principles, and practices of community and restorative justice to confront and address the differential impacts of justice policy and persistent harms of injustice and inequality that persist in American society.  

Across 100 presentations and various tracks speakers engaged attendees in an exploration of the potential of restorative and community justice to address harms, injustices, and inequalities associated with power imbalances whether as a criminal offense, institutional injustice, or structural inequality and oppression.  The common thread was a desire to promote a more just and equitable society, where open and honest dialogue reveals social problems, collaborative community-based actions address these issues to prevent future harms, and healing responses to harms that have occurred become the norm. 

Awards
Three awards were presented at the conference:

Lifetime Achievement Award:  Dr. Gordon Bazemore, Florida Atlantic University

John Byrd Award for Education and/or Research: Mr. Dan Van Ness, J. D., Executive Director, Centre for Justice and Reconciliation at Prison Fellowship International
Dennis Maloney Award for Youth-Based Programs:  Dr. Fania Davis, Executive Director and Mr. Eric Butler, Restorative Justice School Coordinator with Restorative Justice for Oakland Youth (RJOY).

National Association of Community and Restorative Justice
On the June 21, 2013, the parent organization for the biannual National Conference on Restorative Justice was fully and legally formed as the National Association of Community and Restorative Justice (see www.nacrj.org).  The NACRJ is a federally recognized non-profit association for practitioners, trainers, instructors, educators, academicians and researchers.  The Vision and Mission of the NACRJ are:

Vision
The National Association of Community and Restorative Justice employs principles of social and restorative justice seeking transformation in the ways justice questions are addressed.  It promotes effective forms of justice that are equitable, sustainable, and socially constructive.  It serves as the parent organization for the National Conference on Restorative Justice and provides its members with information applicable to restorative and community justice theory and practice. 

Mission
The mission of the National Association of Community and Restorative Justice is to provide a professional association for educators, practitioners, and others interested in restorative and community justice.  The primary means to fulfill this mission are the bi-annual National Conference on Restorative Justice and a membership accessible website.

This vision and mission are captured in the NACRJ motto “Shaping Justice for the 21st Century”.  

Visit the website at www.nacrj.org and consider becoming a member.  The NACRJ is dedicated to advancing restorative and community justice principles and practices.  

If you need additional information contact Dr. Michael J. Gilbert, Executive Director, National Association of Community and Restorative Justice at exec.director@nacrj.org.  
***

VOM - Greene County, Arkansas

Andy Fulkerson

Southeast Missouri State University
"There is a temporary vacancy in the prosecutors' office. Are you interested?  We will work with your school schedule."  As an academic who was formerly a criminal justice practitioner, first as a defense attorney and then as a judge, I jumped at the opportunity to get back into the trenches as a part-time prosecuting attorney.  I had hoped to implement some restorative justice programs, but when faced with a docket of serious felonies including four to five jury trials each year, including capital murder, first and second degree murder, arson, and a large number of child rape cases, I found no time for innovation and new programs.

As a supporter of restorative justice, I was frustrated at my inability to do anything more than incorporate some restorative approaches and sensitivities to the traditional way of doing business in a felony court.  Finally, I located a mediator who agreed to provide services pro bono and found a case that seemed like it may benefit from victim-offender mediation.  The offense was a residential burglary involving an 18 year-old drug addicted and drug-impaired defendant who had broken into the home of one of his former schoolteachers.  He caused damage to the residence and stole several items of personal property.  The victims suffered emotional as well as financial harm as a result of this intrusion.  The defendant was arrested and confessed to his crimes, but there was suspicion that others may also have been involved in the burglary.  The victims felt compelled to install a security system in the home in order to provide some sense of safety.  

The defense attorney agreed to try to mediate this case and recommended the process to the defendant.  The mediator was given a copy of the case file and the date was set.  I briefed the victims on the process and what to expect, and the defense attorney similarly consulted with his client.  The mediator had significant experience as a domestic relations mediator.  She also had experience as a prosecutor and a defense attorney, so she knew her way around a criminal case and how to deal with victims and defendants.  

To begin the session the mediator provided a brief introductory statement and had the victims and the defendant sign the mediation agreement that included an agreement that none of the statements made by the victims or offender could be used in any trial of this case in the event that the mediation failed to produce an agreement.

The mediator allowed the victims to state how the offense had impacted them and their daily lives.  The defendant expressed remorse and a desire to make things right with the victims and the community.  The defendant had voluntarily completed an in-patient dual diagnosis (drugs and behavioral health) treatment program prior to the mediation session. As with many civil and criminal disputes, the parties initially seemed far apart as to their expectations and desired outcomes.  However, as they were given time to vent and express themselves, they were able to find some common ground.  In particular, the victims wanted the defendant to go to prison and the defendant wished to avoid incarceration.  However, after discussion, prison seemed less necessary to the victims.  

The defendant expressed remorse and agreed to full restitution, including some forms of restitution that are generally reserved only for civil litigation.  The defendant expressed a desire to complete more treatment, and the victims agreed that treatment for the defendant and restitution for them was better than was incarceration of the defendant.  Importantly, the victims learned that no one, other than the defendant, had been in their home during the crime.  A written agreement that detailed the terms was prepared and all signed their approval and consent.  The mediation agreement was made a part of the plea paperwork for the court.  The defendant was given a suspended imposition of sentence with specific terms and conditions, including those in the mediation agreement.  The victims, the defendant, and the trial judge were all pleased with the outcome.

The mediation process took approximately four hours.  The sentencing hearing to approve the agreement and the plea took fifteen minutes.  A normal plea conference might take fifteen minutes preceded by a half hour of discussions between the prosecutor and the victims and a comparable time for the defense counsel and the defendant.  A non-jury trial of this case would take no more than the same amount of time as the mediation session, and probably less time.  A jury trial would take two to three days.  Very few cases go to trial.  
In cases such as this with solid evidence including a confession, there is almost never a trial.  So, the time comparison is more meaningful when we compare normal plea negotiations with the mediation process. The mediation process took four times as long as it would take to negotiate this case.  As a first offender, the defendant was most likely facing probation or a suspended sentence.  The defendant was also sentenced as a first offender, which most likely would have been the case in a traditional plea negotiation.  The victims received somewhat more restitution than they would receive in most pleas.  This additional restitution is the most significant difference in the disposition of this case with and without mediation.  Or, is it?  

Will the fact that the victims had a substantial part in the evaluation and discussion of this case change their perceptions of the justice system?  Will the offender demonstrate a higher level of compliance with the terms of the agreement as a result of his participation in this process?  Participant satisfaction and offender compliance are the important factors that support continued use of victim-offender mediation.  This experience suggests that prosecutors will be selective in the cases that are referred for mediation, unless a process is developed that can remove the attorneys from the mediation process.  Prosecutors and defense attorneys are not going to spend four times as much time to dispose of a case in order to use mediation no matter how much participant satisfaction is achieved.  

While this case needed the involvement of the prosecutor and the public defender in order to set a local precedent for mediation in the criminal environment, future cases may be mediated without the attorney’s presence.  The prosecutor and the defense attorney would only be needed to provide advice in advance and to review and approve the mediation agreement.  However, it should be expected that some defense attorneys may not allow the session to occur without their presence.  In that event, the prosecutor would also feel the need to be present during the session.  This variable will have an impact on which cases will be amenable to mediation.  

This case may be an important first step in the development of an effective victim offender mediation program. 

The prosecutor was happy to be able to “close the file” on the case and the judge was extremely pleased with the results.  This case was the judge’s first experience with juvenile mediation and he wanted to make sure the DRC would work with him again.

The mediator continues to be impacted by the honesty and genuine remorse shown by the children in this mediation, as well as the children’s increased confidence in their ability to own their problems and create non-violent solutions.  Similarly, the guardians were able to articulate their desire to be good role models by demonstrating how neighbors can get along and by encouraging their children to become friends.  The mediation process that created the space for restoration to occur reflects our values as a DRC.  We are eager to continue this work! 
***

Women and Justice: Reflections on a Trip to Women’s Prison in Ireland
Susan F. Sharp, L. J. Semrod Presidential Professor, University of Oklahoma

In June 2011, I took a study abroad class to Ireland for a cross-cultural class comparing women, crime, and the criminal justice system in Oklahoma and Ireland.  As part of the class, we met with a counselor in a drug treatment program, an Irish criminologist, a visit to the Dochas Centre, the larger of Ireland’s two women’s prisons, and An Garda Siochana, the Irish Police Force.  

The meeting with a community policing expert with An Garda Siochana quickly illustrated that the two countries’ approaches to crime and social problems are quite different.  For example, in Ireland, community police focus on developing strong ties to the community.  This often includes things such as taking the homeless on fishing trips or involving disturbed teens in prosocial activities, such as horseback riding.  Likewise, they often drop in on elderly residents to check on their well-being.  This model of community policing is based on 10 “pillars”:  partnership, enforcement, problem-solving, crime prevention and reduction, accountability, visibility, accessibility, collaborative engagement, empowerment, and improved response.
  It is readily apparent that An Garda is focused more on strengthening ties to the community and helping the less fortunate than on punishment and apprehension.  Nor is this approach limited to a small number of officers involved in community policing.  The Minister for Justice, Equality, and Law Reform noted that the values of the community policing force should be shared by the entire An Garda.
 I left that presentation truly impressed by the compassionate approach to crime and drug abuse demonstrated by Sergeant Trevor Laffan of the Anglesea Garda Station in Cork.
The counselor who spoke to my class provided further insight into the Irish methods of dealing with drug abuse.  She noted that most of the women are afforded drug treatment rather than being incarcerated and shared her own personal story of recovery from addiction.

The highpoint of the class, however, was our visit to the Dochas Centre. Ireland has two women’s prisons: Dochas Centre and Limerick.  The total bed capacity between the two is for 139 women.  The prison system capacity for the entire country, both male and female, is less than 4000 beds.
  It is important to note that the numbers for the women’s prisons include those on remand and not yet sentenced!  In comparison, my home state had over 2200 women incarcerated on July 25, 2011 and almost 16,000 men.  An additional 6305 were housed in private prisons for a total of approximately 24,500 prisoners.
  In other words, one relatively small state had more than six times as many prisoners as an entire country.  

The Governor (Irish warden) of the Dochas Centre provided further enlightenment about the women under her charge, the policies of the prison itself, and the general attitude about the women prisoners.  She noted that these were women who needed help, not bad people.  The prison policies are based on respect and personal dignity.  Women are not required to wear uniforms designed to take away from their individuality.  Body cavity searches are never performed under any circumstances.  Those are seen as a violation of human rights.  She acknowledged that drugs do get into the prison, but she said that she was not going to engage in a power struggle trying to prevent drugs from coming into the correctional facility.  In her perspective, it was more important to provide services such as counseling, drug treatment, and re-entry services than to engage in a losing battle that would only result in power struggles.  She also noted that at all times there was at least one woman in the prison who had her child with her.  Furthermore, the women’s “cells” were like dormitory bedrooms.  The prisoners were allowed to personalize them with decorations, their own bedding, etc.  Finally, her staff worked with women to try to ensure that on release each woman had a safe placed to go and was hooked into needed services outside of prison.  

I know that most administrators try to present their facilities in the best light, so I initially was somewhat skeptical.  However, our tour of the facility demonstrated that Dochas Centre practices what it preaches.  The women seemed relatively happy, given that they were separated from children and other loved ones.  More importantly, their interactions with the correctional officer who showed us the Centre demonstrated personal respect.  The officer was friendly and respectful to the women.  All interactions were friendly and courteous, even when she was asking a woman to not be disruptive.  A young mother was in the courtyard with her four-month-old baby, and both prisoners and staff were interacting with the child.  The “cells” were indeed personalized.  

I took a couple of important things away from my visit to the Irish prison.  First, they do not incarcerate individuals for drug possession at all, nor low level property offenses.  Instead, prison is reserved for those with long histories of criminal activity and more serious offenses.  Thus, the prison population is appropriately small.  Second, the prisoners are treated with respect.  I saw no evidence of the dehumanizing interactions with prisoners that I have often observed here.  The attitude among the prison staff in Ireland, from the top down, was that these were women who needed to be helped.  We could learn much from the Irish Prison System.

***

Exploring Police Officers’ Perceptions of Various Justice Paradigms: An international comparison

Nicholas A. Jones, Ph.D. – University of Regina

Joanne Katz, J.D. – Missouri Western State University

Krystal Glowatski, M.A. (candidate) – University of Regina

Introduction
The emergence of the first organized police body, the Bow Street Runners, was undertaken in the mid-1700’s in England to address public disorder and provide an enforcement component for the court (Griffiths, 2008). 
Despite quite vocal opposition to an organized police force, the inability to alleviate the rising fear of crime and social disorder, Sir Robert Peel engaged in the creation of the first professional police service under the Metropolitan Police Act of 1829 (Goff, 2008). Since that time, policing has continued to develop and change. It has gone through numerous models, each with its own structural, organizational, and policy orientation. 
The re-emergence of a community policing model in the 1980s represented a return to Peel’s principles focused on the necessity of a collaborative approach to policing wherein the police and the public must work together to address crime and social disorder in their communities (Griffiths, 2008). Some of the principles noted below with respect to restorative policing resonate with aspects of community policing, particularly the notion of active community engagement. However, community policing is not synonymous with the concept of restorative policing (Bazemore & Griffiths, 2003).

Restorative policing requires policing organizations to engage in further evolution. A transition toward a restorative policing approach is not without its challenges. As with other components of the criminal justice system, a paradigmatic shift, or as Zehr (1990) referred to it, “changing lenses” needs to occur. By changing the way the policing community views crime, as an event creating relational harm rather than violating law, the police service’s approach to addressing crime and their roles change accordingly. McCold and Wachtel (1998, p. 10) outline six principles upon which restorative policing can be framed: 1) promoting accountability, reparation, reintegration and healing; 2) reducing recidivism; 3) resolving conflicts and engaging in long-term problem-solving; 4) helping communities to attain rewarding justice experiences; 5) transforming police attitudes, role perceptions and the organizational structures of police work, and finally; and 6) reducing the community reliance on formal processes of justice. 

Engaging with these principles requires police to be “law enforcers,” “problem-solvers,” “conflict-resolvers,” and importantly, “community builders” (Bazemore & Griffiths, 2003; Hines & Bazemore, 2003). Incorporating these various roles into a working model further suggests an increased depth of community engagement.  Restorative policing suggests strengthening the relationship between communities and the police such that the police relinquish previously held complete authoritarian control of a given circumstance; expanding the role of the community in a manner in which they become ever more willing to engage in resolving their conflicts (Bazemore & Griffiths, 2003; Dzur, 2011). Keeping conflict resolution in the hands of the stakeholders is fundamental for restorative policing. However, given the entrenchment of the current model of criminal justice; this may prove a difficult task.

Regardless of the proposed challenges, previous research has suggested that incorporating a restorative approach to policing can be beneficial. For example, Hines and Bazemore (2003) suggest that by returning conflict resolution to the community affected by the event can increase opportunities for what Christie (1977) referred to as “norm-clarification.” Participation and ownership of these processes in turn makes it more likely that these norms will be adhered to in the future. Additionally, Braithwaite (2002) suggests that police legitimacy may also be increased. In accordance with the Thomas Theorem, “if men define situations as real, they are real in their consequences,” (Thomas & Thomas, 1928, p. 571 – 572) the dominant paradigm a policing organization adopts shapes their perceptions further impacting their approach to addressing crime.

Purpose of the Research
The research seeks to assess police officers’ perceptions of various justice paradigms: retributive, rehabilitative, restitutive, and restorative. Furthermore, it compares officers’ perceptions across two different research sites, the province of Saskatchewan, Canada and the state of Missouri, USA. It will seek to explain any noted differences through an examination of the socio-legal contexts in which each resides. 

Methodology
This research combines the data collected in two surveys conducted in the aforementioned jurisdictions. The survey instrument used in each site was somewhat different. The Missouri survey instrument included 100 Likert-scale questions. It was sent out to 1,004 criminal justice stakeholders. Follow-up telephone surveys were completed resulting in a response rate of 36.5% (N = 366) of which 120 were law enforcement professionals (i.e. police). The Saskatchewan survey instrument consisted of 70 Likert-scale questions. It specifically targeted police personnel and was sent out to all of the approximately 2,300 officers in the province. Data collection achieved a response rate of approximately 13% (N = 296). While the original survey instruments differed, the Saskatchewan study incorporated 18 questions exactly as distributed from the Missouri study. The data collected on these questions will be combined into a single data set to be used in the analysis. Additional data will be collected to reflect the similarities and differences in the socio-legal context of each site.
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***
Solicitations to “Section News & Notes” and “Members’ Message Board”
Items for “Section News & Notes” or the “Members’ Message Board” should be sent to the Editor no later than December 31, 2013, to be included in the spring newsletter.  The “Message Board” will be a place for members to submit items of interest about restorative justice topics and about member’s professional news, including positions, publications, awards, grants, etc.

***
Call for Articles
Short articles presenting research or practitioner topics are requested for the Spring 2014 issue of Dialogue.  Articles should be no more than 1,000 words, written in APA format, and submitted electronically. Please submit your articles to the Editor by December 31, 2013. 
The Section on Restorative and Community Justice wants to remind members about the upcoming deadline for ACJS proposals.  The requested submission deadline is September 10, 2013.  The final submission deadline is September 28, 2013.  We would like to encourage members to submit their restorative and community justice proposals.  
When you renew your annual ACJS dues, remember to continue your support by maintaining your membership in the Restorative and Community Justice Section and Restorative and Community Justice Section (Donation for Student Fund).  Please encourage others to join the section. 
***

Contacting the Editor

Dr. Linda Keena

Associate Professor of Legal Studies

University of Mississippi

207 Odom Hall

University, MS  38655

ldkeena@olemiss.edu
662-915-1998
� “Ireland’s Prisons.”  Irish Prison Service.  Retrieved July 27, 2013, from http://www.irishprisons.ie/prisons-home.htm 
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