
against the parolee. These proceedings progressively increase the sanctions against the parolee, up to and
including reincarceration of the offender.

Last, restorative justice approaches have been presented as a useful paradigm in which victim input
can be maximized while at the same time supporting reintegration efforts for offenders. However, restorative
justice approaches must be grounded in the reality of the practitioner, not the theorist, and must have a
strong supervision element that ensures the safety of the public. In addition, the use of community service,
restitution, and other such mechanisms of compensation emphasize offender accountability. It is the clear
contention of this text that such forms of accountability are not punitive (contrary to the claims of other
researchers and authors), but that they are actually rehabilitative or reintegrative in nature, if implemented
correctly. This then demonstrates that such sanctions are consistent with restorative justice approaches that
seek to reintegrate the offender. In a like manner, victim impact statements used in the parole decision-
making process and the supervision process are also consistent with restorative justice paradigms. The last
component—the community—has been presented as a critical component in the community supervision
process in prior chapters and demonstrates again the utility that restorative justice holds for parole in
particular and community supervision in general.
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Wrap-around services

“What Would You Do?” Exercise

You are a state parole officer who has been active in various
aspects of offender reentry. You currently work and live in
a medium-sized community. On occasion, your supervisor
asks you to serve on community committees and advisory
boards as a means of both increasing partnerships in your
area and extending the sources and abilities of your own
agency. Recently, you have been asked to serve with a group
of agencies—some state-level, some county-level, and
many of them private or nonprofit in nature. This group
has been referred to as the Community Reentry Initiative
(CRI) among those in your area. The group has had very
good success in creating employment opportunities for
parolees in the community, and this has been a great help
in reducing recidivism. This group has also had some
success in obtaining affordable housing for offenders who
do not have a place to stay.

At this point, the CRI has decided to implement a
restorative justice component in their efforts. This will
require contact with prior victims as well as their consent
in participating in the process. This is likely to provide a
challenging aspect to the project. However, all victims must
be allowed to provide their input in the process as
offenders are paroled into the community and integrated
into the restorative justice process.

While at the meeting, it becomes clear that many
people look to you as an expert on reentry issues. In fact,
as time goes on, several members suggest that a
subcommittee be constructed to begin the development
of the restorative justice program. At the close of the
meeting, you are asked to lead this subcommittee.

However, there has been a recent backlash among
community members who do not favor offender reentry




