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The creation (and the vision) of social justice depends on the building of just, gen-
erous, and compassionate relationships within our communities—across the fault

lines of race, national origin, culture, class, gender/gender identity, sexuality, religion,
age, disability, and the like. This in turn requires expanding the framework in which

we understand and respond to both interpersonal and community violence—
including homophobic and transphobic violence—so that we are not addressing hate

violence in a social and economic vacuum.

Much of the violence directed against LGBT people (as well as other groups target-
ed on the basis of race, national origin, gender, or other factors) is not simply the

product of the pathological prejudice of volatile “extremists” who aren't welcome in
respectable society.

Persistent and systemic cycles of anti-queer violence will not be stopped by jailing
more people for longer periods of time. Nor will it be stopped by educating individ-

uals or communities about the benefits of “diversity,” or organizing to “stop hate,” as
if such violence were an aberration in our society.

The more painful—and complicated—truth is that violence against LGBT people
and other targeted groups is an explosive symptom of already shattered social, eco-

nomic, cultural, and religious relationships in our communities, and of the fear, rage,
and resentment that is the result of those shattered relationships. The problem isn't

“out there,” located only in the beliefs and actions of the pathological few; it exists
much closer to home.

Effective LGBT efforts to interrupt these cycles of violence must be rooted in the
recognition that justice, safety, and nonviolence—like injustice, danger, and vio-

lence—arise within the context of social, political, cultural, economic, and spiritual
relationships in the communities in which we live, work, and find meaning.

It is not possible to significantly reduce hate violence, much less prevent it, unless our
communities—both our geographic communities and our identity-based communi-

ties, secular and religious—rise to the challenge of naming and exploring the rela-
tionship between local outbreaks of hate violence and systemic forms of violence and

exclusion that exist in our own midst.

Within this expanded framework for anti-violence work, LGBT activists would
organize not to expand the scope and reach of the criminal legal system, or simply to

protest and issue calls to “stop hate,” but for the positive creation of safety and justice
for all in our communities.

This requires working in pursuit of an interdependent vision of justice, one that fully
integrates an understanding of systemic power relations based on race, class, gen-
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from women and transgender people, as well as young people of
color (many of whom identify as LGBT, two spirit, or queer).

Communities and “Ordinary” Violence
While individuals and groups who encourage hatred of demo-
nized others must be held accountable for threatening, intimi-
dating, and violent actions directed against queers, entire 
communities may also be implicated in the production 
and impacts of violence in subtle as well as obvious ways.
Acts of violence may have complex social and economic
roots, of which homophobia/transphobia is but one signif-
icant aspect.

Hate violence sometimes erupts in a complicated 
context of economic, demographic, cultural, and social
conditions that encourage scapegoating and displace-
ment of fears. In the wake of 9/11, for example, many
queer communities reported noticeable spikes in inci-
dents of anti-LGBT hate violence as well as domes-
tic violence inside their communities, violence that
was experienced more intensely by queer people of
color and immigrant communities.

In 2002 and 2004, AFSC and partner organiza-
tions (Audre Lorde Project and Al-Fatiha
Foundation) with queer people of color and
Muslim constituencies sponsored a pair of
meetings to take stock of the impact of the
U.S. “war on terror” on queer communities.
At both meetings, representatives from a
wide variety of LGBT groups (with strong
representation from people of color-,
youth-, and transgender-led organiza-
tions) spoke movingly of the many inter-
related ways in which fear of the demo-
nized other had been generalized and,
combined with widespread fear peo-
ple felt for their own safety, translated
into distrust, verbal hostility, and
physical violence. Participants
described a tangled and potent
blend of homophobia, transpho-
bia, racism, misogyny, and reli-
gious intolerance arising in the
post-9/11 climate.

Such violence occurred not
only in larger geographic
communities, but also inside
immigrant, queer, and other
communities who are
themselves often targeted
for violence. It mirrored,
on a local scale, the sys-
temic violence embed-
ded in the “war on ter-
ror” which uses as its

der/gender identity, and sexual orientation, and the
ways in which these power relations exist in intimate
interrelationship in the lives of members of our
communities. For example, consider the ways in
which power relationships based on race, class, and
gender play out in the lives of working class, trans-
gender lesbians of color. It is irresponsible and, ulti-
mately, unworkable to suggest that race and class be
erased from the LGBT movement's vision of justice.

Regardless of the kinds of violence we must address
at any given moment, the ways we frame our con-
cerns and the organizing methods we use should
reflect a practical—not just a rhetorical—recogni-
tion of these interrelationships and a commitment
to ending all forms of violence which enforce formal
and informal systems of domination.

The creation of safe and just communities for 
everyone, including LGBT people, is a shared 
community responsibility. We will never create 
such communities by absolving ourselves of this
responsibility, passing it all off to law-enforcement
agencies, federal and state lawmakers, and anti-vio-
lence organizations.

Rather, LGBT people must reconceptualize 
ourselves as active, engaged, and competent co-
creators of safety and justice in our communities,
instead of seeing ourselves as disempowered victims
of violence who are dependent upon the authorities
to protect us.

Is this an impossibly utopian vision? Not at all. To
work in this way is challenging, but it also offers the
potential to more effectively interrupt cycles of vio-
lence and, at the same time, take concrete steps
toward building just communities.

A blueprint for implementing this vision does not
yet exist. Pieces of it are already coming into being,
however. Fresh approaches are being created by
those who respond in innovative ways both to the
problem of violence directed against particular com-
munities and individuals based on our identities,
and to the interrelationship of that violence with
institutionalized forms of discrimination, abuse and
mistreatment. These efforts, often modest in scope
and largely fueled by the energy and commitment of
community members, are courageous, intensely
practical, and often visionary attempts to engage
communities in addressing the root causes as well as
the immediate manifestations of violence.

LGBT people can learn a great deal from promising
work at the community level in response to domes-
tic violence, white supremacist violence, police and
state violence, and more. Not coincidentally, the
leadership for much of this promising work comes

LGBT people must
reconceptualize ourselves
as active, engaged, and
competent co-creators 
of safety and justice in
our communities, 
not merely as
disempowered
victims of violence
who are dependent
upon the
authorities to
protect us. 

AFSC LGBT JUSTICE PRINCIPLES

These principles grow out of the work of the American Friends Service Committee's LGBT pro-
grams and are being offered to a wider audience for possible use or adaptation. 

In working to build a compassionate and generous society in which there is social, economic, and
environmental justice for all, we seek to: 

1. Lift up and amplify the voices of those
who are oppressed and marginalized in

order to broaden public understanding
of and support for their struggles.

Commitments to work actively for racial,
gender, and economic justice are woven

into everything we do. We honor and help lift
up the leadership of people of color (immi-

grants, indigenous, and U.S. born), poor peo-
ple, transgender people, and youth. We work

explicitly to reduce the growing disparity
between rich and poor in the United States and

throughout the world.

2. Promote leadership by the affected groups in
eradicating their own oppression and exclusion.

People and communities suffering the harms of vio-
lence, injustice, oppression, and poverty are not only

victims, they are agents for change. We seek to work
in ways that are empowering for individuals and com-

munities, encouraging them to take charge of their
own futures. Within the LGBT movement, we promote

leadership by people of color, poor people, women,
trans/gender variant people, and youth, recognizing that

authentic justice for LGBT people cannot exist in the
absence of racial, economic and gender justice. 

3. Address the root causes as well as the manifestations of
violence, within and among families, communities, and

nations. The violence of us and them is played out in many
ways—socially, politically, economically, spiritually—and is

used not only to isolate, exclude, hurt, and deny rights to LGBT
people, but also communities of color (immigrant and U.S. born),

poor people, women, youth, and other groups. A narrow vision of
“gay rights” that is to be achieved within a larger, unjust social

and economic status quo that harms many LGBT people on the
basis of race, class, gender, culture, age and other factors, and

many of our non-LGBT neighbors, is not acceptable. 

4. Connect LGBT justice struggles to the struggles of people of color,
women, youth, poor people, people with disabilities, and others.

Single-issue campaigns and organizing initiatives can be both worth-
while and important. But it's also important to understand the limits of

single-issue organizing. Many of us have multiple identities: we are not
only lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, intersex, or two spirit. We also

have racial, cultural, class, and other identities. The LGBT movement must
never ask us to check those other identities at the door. Moreover, a series

of parallel, but essentially disconnected, justice struggles may produce
occasional single-issue victories for different constituencies, but they won't

create communities that are just and safe for all peoples. 

5. Articulate and work in light of an interdependent vision of justice. What we
do affects others, for good or ill, and what other movements do affects us, for

good or ill. We understand that the assault on LGBT rights is one part of a much
larger assault on the entire legal framework of civil rights in the United States,

an assault largely coded in terms of race, sex, gender, and class. As we frame

issues and consider strategic choices, we ask:

How is this likely to affect other marginalized and
oppressed groups and communities? Are race, class,
gender, and age as central as sexual and gender iden-
tity to our understanding of the issue and possible
impacts of proposed strategies? Who might be
harmed by our strategic choices, and how? Are we
trying to secure LGBT rights in ways that (even inad-
vertently) trade off the rights of others? For example, if
we are considering criminal legal approaches, are the
communities most directly impacted by the violence
of the criminal legal system centrally involved in our
discussions so that we are very clear about the short-
and long-term impacts of decisions we are making? 

How is this an opportunity for strengthening or
building new relationships and partnerships across
issues and constituencies? 

What resources and support can we offer to
friends and neighbors who also are struggling 
for justice? 

6. Hold public and private institutions, as well as indi-
viduals, accountable for violence done to others. To
address the root causes of hate violence, we must
address the violence also embedded in the workings
of public and private institutions.

We work in light of this understanding, refusing to
accept strategic choices that reinforce state-spon-
sored violence, and working in partnership with oth-
ers to create just policies and institutions. 

7. Work in ways that are consistent with our belief
that every person and all peoples are of equal and
infinite worth. While we directly name injustices and
seek to hold individuals, institutions, and govern-
ments accountable for the harm they do, we do not
demonize others or promote enemy formation. We
reject all forms of xenophobia, and we stand with
those who are made into targets of fear, resentment,
and repressive and exploitative government policies.
We believe our responses to violence should inter-
rupt cycles of violence, not further compound them. 

8. Establish respectful, just relationships with one
another, and with the earth itself.

We try to reflect in our work a practical commitment
to the human rights, human dignity, and social and
economic well-being of all peoples. We have a
strong commitment to the integrity of the natural
world and its complex ecosystems. We work to pro-
tect the environment and we stand with peoples,
communities, and cultures resisting environmental
exploitation and degradation. 

A Note about
Terminology

For the sake of brevity,
the terms “LGBT” and

“queer” are used through-
out this publication and

should be assumed to in-
clude lesbian, gay, bisexual,

transgender, two spirit, inter-
sex, questioning, and gender

variant people who do not iden-
tify as transgender. Two spirit is

a contemporary, English lan-
guage, term that many Native

American LGBT people are using
to identify themselves, as the terms

lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgen-
der are culturally biased in favor of

non-Native concepts. The term two
spirit can encompass sexuality, gender

variance, and integration of Native spir-
ituality. Intersex is a general term used

for a variety of conditions in which a per-
son is born with a reproductive or sexual

anatomy that doesn't seem to fit the typical
definitions of female or male.

Persistent and systemic
cycles of anti-queer violence

will not be stopped by jailing
more people for longer periods

of time.

                                        



“ordinary” violence that often are not acknowledged
as such by dominant groups who don't directly expe-
rience their impact.

All of these manifestations of violence exist because
communities filled with ordinary people—who
themselves want to live in safety, free from violence
and intimidation—accept them. Many of us seem
quite willing to sacrifice the safety, well-being, and
human and civil rights of others in order to try to
secure our own.

This is not to excuse or explain away anti-LGBT
violence, or suggest that individuals should not be
held accountable for their actions, but rather to
emphasize that anti-LGBT violence—as well as vio-
lence directed against others on the basis of race, eth-
nicity, and other factors—is not simply a product of
individual pathology. It is an inevitable accompani-
ment to the many kinds of “ordinary” (that is, struc-
tural) violence that surround us. Criminal legal “solu-
tions” ignore this reality.

Beyond the Criminal Legal System
Prioritizing “get tough” criminal policy responses to
hate violence is problematic in several ways, which
are briefly reviewed here. (See Resources, p. 12, for
more detailed discussions.) 

Punitive laws do not produce the desired results. 

Over the past twenty years, thirty or more states have adopted hate crimes laws including
either sexual orientation or both sexual orientation and gender identity as “protected” status
categories. Most of these laws rest on the questionable premise that harsher criminal penal-
ties “send a message that hate violence will not be tolerated,” and include “penalty enhance-
ments,” or measures that increase the sentence for bias-related violence, over and above the
sentence for the underlying criminal offense. Penalty enhancements are a feature of feder-
al legislation addressing bias-motivated violence.

Yet even as penalty enhancement hate crimes laws proliferate, and societal willingness
to condemn brutal incidents of anti-LGBT hate violence grows, anti-LGBT hate vio-
lence remains entrenched. Accurate data is hard to come by, since many incidents of
hate violence are never reported to law-enforcement authorities, and FBI data relies
on a compilation of voluntary reports from local jurisdictions, many of which do not
collect relevant data. Data from the affiliate agencies of the National Coalition of
Anti-Violence Programs confirm, however, that anti-LGBT harassment, intimida-
tion, and violence is widespread.

LGBT-initiated training efforts to increase the responsiveness and sensitivity of
law-enforcement authorities have attempted to bridge this gap, but severe prob-
lems remain. Training alone cannot eradicate problems rooted in or reinforced
by systemic anti-LGBT discrimination in our communities and in society as
a whole. The problem is compounded by animosities, resentments, and rage
that are at least partly an expression of unequal power relations based on
race, class, ethnicity, and other factors.

Too often LGBT people who experience homophobic or transphobic vio-
lence are “re-victimized” by responding law-enforcement authorities.
According to activist attorney Andrea Ritchie, who has interviewed
many law-enforcement officials across the country, it is not at all
uncommon for police to refuse to identify an obvious homophobic or
transphobic assault as such unless the abuser actually verbalized anti-
LGBT comments in front of witnesses while committing the offense.
The officers may also look for possible other motives, such as rob-
bery, for the offense in order to avoid making a bias-motivated
charge because they perceive it will be difficult to win conviction
for such charges.

On many occasions, law-enforcement authorities simply fail to
take seriously or respond quickly to reported incidents of anti-
LGBT intimidation or violence, leaving individuals who report
incidents feeling even more unsafe. If this unresponsiveness is
witnessed by hostile others, the safety of reporting individuals
may, in fact, be more severely compromised. It also is not un-
usual for investigating police officers to focus their investiga-
tions on the victim's sexual orientation, gender identity, or
conduct at the time the violence occurred, at times direct-
ly blaming LGBT victims of violence for what happened.

Police response to transgender people is especially prob-
lematic and can include reframing the violence to allege
that the trans person precipitated the violence by
engaging in “gender fraud”—a term that reflects the
notion that the trans person was lying about their
gender, and therefore is not credible and perhaps
even a criminal.

Hate crimes laws can be and are sometimes used
to seek penalty enhancements for crimes com-

weapons racial profiling, religious
demonizing, and the notion that vio-

lence directed against dehumanized oth-
ers is not only acceptable but necessary in

order to secure “our” safety and well-being.

Even when particular communities shared a
common identity, frightened and angry peo-

ple divided along the fault lines of race,
national origin, religion, gender, sexuality, and

other social divisions. Numerous LGBT publi-
cations, for example, openly denigrated Islam,

asserting the spiritual superiority of Christianity
and, in some cases, Judaism—both of which are

faith traditions that also include individuals and
groups who promote intolerance and violence

toward queers. Many Arab and South Asian
queers—Muslim or not—reported being treated

with suspicion and hostility by others, especially white
people, in the larger LGBT community. Within our

queer communities, shared identities and interests were
easily forgotten, overshadowed by fear and a desire to

identify enemies and feel “safe” from “terror,” at whatever
the cost.

Some may argue that the post-9/11 climate was atypical,
and that the eruption of violence “at home” was unusual. But

war fever, with its insatiable hunger for enemies, fueled by
fear and rage, is not at all unusual; it is merely an intensifica-

tion of the “ordinary” violence that routinely surrounds groups
targeted on the basis of race, national origin, sexual orien-

tation, gender/gender identity, and other characteristics.

The dynamics of domination and subordination, rein-
forced through geopolitical war, cultural war, economic

exploitation, and other forms of violence and oppression,
aren't based solely on irrational prejudice. They also benefit

dominant groups socially, politically, and economically. Like-
wise, the violence directed against queers, people of color, and

other targeted groups is often rooted in the policies and practices
of “respectable” public and private institutions—both secular and

religious—that treat some people as less worthy of human rights
and dignity.

Our collective queer histories testify to the grimly ordinary, largely
“invisible” institutional forms of violence and systemic discrimination

that treat us as subordinate and expendable. This kind of violence is
shielded from public scrutiny by custom and convenience; it is so com-

monplace, so deeply engrained in the daily working of our social, polit-
ical, economic, and religious institutions, that it is considered (by the

dominant ”mainstream”) to be normal, and not violent at all.

Contemporary examples, just to name a few, include policies excluding
queer people from full participation in various secular and religious insti-

tutions, neglect and abuse in health care systems, endemic harassment of
students who are or are thought to be queer, coercive religious attempts to “cure”

queers, and the like. Anti-queer police and state violence—that is, violence under-
taken or sanctioned by the government, such as the pervasive racism, violence, and

abuses of human rights in the U.S. criminal legal system—are also powerful forms of

Violence In Greensboro,
North Carolina:

Searching For Truth 25
Years Later 

One innovative effort designed to address the
deeper issues that underlie hate violence is

underway in Greensboro, North Carolina, twen-
ty-five years after an outbreak of violence cost

five lives and wounded ten other people. 

The Greensboro killings occurred on November 3,
1979, when members of the Ku Klux Kan and others

encouraging white supremacy interrupted prepara-
tions for a legally scheduled parade through African

American neighborhoods in Southeast Greensboro.
Despite three directly related trials, many people

believe a full accounting of relevant factors connect-
ed to this incident has yet to be compiled and integrat-

ed into public consciousness. Community racial, 
political, and economic tensions have remained strong

to this day. 

To address these issues, the Beloved Community Center
and the Greensboro Justice Fund initiated the Greensboro

Truth and Community Reconciliation Project, the first of its
kind in the United States. 

While many truth commissions are state-sponsored—a fact
that has elicited much criticism and is sometimes believed to

undermine the credibility of truth processes—the Greensboro
Truth and Reconciliation Project is privately funded and guided

by a local task force, comprised of a diverse group of
Greensboro community members. A seven-member Commission

organizes public hearings, reviews documents, collects personal
statements, and hosts community forums. 

The Greensboro Truth and Reconciliation Commission processes
encourage many forms of participation by those most directly affect-

ed by the violence and other community residents, and permit many
different kinds of community engagement. That in itself is a marked

departure from the limited, adversarial ways in which community
members are usually involved in justice procedures.

The commission will, for the first time, compile a multi-layered account
of the events, including an accurate picture of the underlying social and

economic community tensions that helped to produce such lethal vio-
lence, and the actions of various groups and individuals, including civic

and religious leaders. In considering what needs to happen in the future,
the commission will make recommendations to the entire city—not simply

to government officials, but to all residents. Those recommendations may
well provide a springboard for innovative community organizing. 

54

Harsher sentencing
policies and the
expansion of
categories of crime
have not produced
more resources
for us to use at
the community
level.

Reprinted with permission from Anti-Lesbian,
Gay, Bisexual and Transgender Hate in 2004,
National Coalition of Anti-Violence Programs
(NCAVP). Chart based on data provided by 11
regional anti-violence programs. 
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mitted by one racial group against
another. So-called “gang” crimes in Los

Angeles, for example, are sometimes
charged as hate crimes, if they involve

young people of different racial/ethnic
groups, especially Latinos and African

Americans.

Moreover, many members of LGBT commu-
nities will not seek law-enforcement assistance

when they experience homophobic or transpho-
bic violence for fear of disclosure of their sexual

orientation or gender identity. Similar disincen-
tives to report hate crimes include immigration

status, language and cultural barriers, participation
in informal or criminalized economic activity (such

as sex work), or simply the perception that police
forces, who historically have persecuted queer com-

munities, are not likely to care and may even respond
with violence of their own.

Harsher sentencing ignores built-in racial and
class biases 

The emphasis on penalty enhancements and other
approaches that rely on the criminal legal system ignores the

ways in which racial and class bias permeate every aspect of
that system, from arrest to sentencing.

It also sidesteps the issue of widespread violence and abuses of
human rights of queers, people of color, women, people with

mental disabilities, and others by law-enforcement officers and
prison personnel, violence that mirrors anti-LGBT, racist, and

misogynist violence outside prison walls.

Such approaches also fail to recognize how “get tough” policies dis-
tort state and federal budgets, diverting resources away from pro-

grams and initiatives that address the root causes of crime, poverty,
and inequality. Queer people of color and others whose constituencies

are profoundly affected by “get tough” policies have repeatedly raised
these concerns, only to have them largely disregarded by the main-

stream LGBT movement.

An emphasis on retribution narrows and distorts our vision of
justice. 

In many respects, relying on criminal legal “solutions” encourages us to
equate safety for victims of violence with increased policing, greater use of

incarceration, and harsher sentencing.

This is an ineffective, dangerous, and self-defeating understanding of safety. It
is, of course, far easier to imagine that the threat of imprisonment can solve

complex social and economic problems—intimate violence, violence directed at
particular communities, drug addiction, poverty and homelessness, and more—

than to actually confront those problems.

Harsher sentencing policies and the expansion of categories of crime have failed
entirely to produce more resources to use at the community level for the hard work

of intervening in, reducing, and ultimately preventing violence against queers and
other targeted communities. In fact, it is clear that over time, the channeling of

increasing amounts of public funding into policing and prisons has significantly

Anti-violence groups and organizations led by women of color, serving women of 
color and their families, are leading the way in developing new forms of community
accountability. 

Their work grows out of simultaneous engagement with both intimate violence 
against women and children (including battering, rape, and sexual abuse) and sys-
temic, or structural, violence (including the ways in which women of color and their
families and communities disproportionately bear the brunt of violence in the crimi-
nal legal system). 

While many mainstream, white-dominated domestic violence organizations have
uncritically pursued harsher sentencing and other criminal legal policies, a grow-
ing number of women of color–led groups have challenged this approach, point-
ing out the unintended racial, gendered, and class consequences of such heavy
reliance upon the criminal legal system and insisting on centralizing issues of
race, culture, and class in the discussion. 

Mimi Kim describes several innovative community accountability approaches
in The Community Engagement Continuum, a report for the Asian & Pacific
Islander Institute on Domestic Violence (see Resources on p. 12), including: 

A Shaming/Naming Ritual of Sakhi for South Asian Women in New York 
that ultimately seeks to reintegrate those who abuse women back into 
the community;

The Breaking the Silence Project of Raksha, an initiative that not only
brings public attention to the issue of child sexual abuse in South Asian
communities, but also seeks to shift intervention responses to commu-
nity and social networks in homes and community spaces;

The Pacific Islander Men’s Program by Sharon Spencer in Oahu,
Hawai’i, which works directly with violent men— whose own lives
have been brutalized by racism and colonialism—in order to
restore positive cultural values they have lost.

Though the initiatives vary, each is designed to be culturally rele-
vant for the communities it serves. 

Additionally, in 2005, INCITE! Women of Color Against Violence,
issued a groundbreaking report entitled Gender Oppression—
Abuse—Violence: Community Accountability within the People
of Color Progressive Movement (see Resources on page 12).
Combining important information with practical suggestions
for putting community accountability principles into action,
this report underscores the necessity of developing 
community-based responses that do not rely on the criminal
legal system and which have mechanisms that ensure
safety and accountability for survivors of domestic and
sexual violence.

Hate violence sometimes erupts
in a complicated context of eco-
nomic, demographic, cultural,
and social conditions that
encourage scapegoating and
displacement of fears.

Women Of Color Anti-Violence Activists Provide
Community Accountability Leadership

the massive violence of apartheid, war crimes, ethnic cleansing, genocide,
paramilitary death squads, and the like.

This approach is based on the belief that it is not possible for entire soci-
eties to move into a just and peaceful future without confronting and
reckoning with the wounds of the past. Following violent conflicts, those
who inflicted suffering and those who suffered must find new ways of
living together. The suffering and violence is too massive, and too many
people have been complicit in it, to imagine that it can be punished
away or simply forgotten.

In general, truth and reconciliation processes seek to:

Uncover all relevant facts and issues related to the violence, and
any social and economic conditions that helped to produce it;

Expose lies and myths about what took place;

Permit victims, witnesses, and perpetrators to tell their stories
publicly without fear that they will jeopardize their own safety
by telling the truth of what happened as they experienced it;

Provide opportunities for public mourning and healing;

Recognize that ultimate reconciliation cannot take place
without practical action directed toward transforming
unjust power relationships.

Can truth commissions really us address virulent out-
breaks of anti-LGBT violence in our communities? That
depends, in part, on the integrity with which they are
shaped and implemented, who controls them, and
what we expect of them.

The truth commission concept has often been criti-
cized not only for its inability to compel systemic
change or shift power relations, but also for its
heavy emphasis on the healing power of public
truth-telling. In the eyes of some observers, this
substitutes emotional catharsis for justice, partic-
ularly when truth commissions lack any formal
power for holding perpetrators of violence
accountable for their actions.

LGBT advocacy groups often call for 
community dialogue in the wake of anti-
LGBT violence, hoping to strengthen pub-
lic understanding of the impacts of the
violence and civic efforts to ensure that
such violence never happens again. Such
dialogues may well have value for some,
perhaps for many. A word of caution is
in order, however: dialogues and
forums also can also produce unin-
tended harmful consequences if
not conducted within a framework
that explicitly acknowledges the
subtle as well as obvious ways in
which race, ethnicity, class, and
other factors are always embed-
ded in the discussion and in 
the community's systemic
power relations.

Where might we

be if government

accountability did

not aim its efforts at

criminal legal punish-

ment, but instead cen-

tralized responsibility

for basic needs and

human dignity, and

affirmed the human 

rights of all?

Mimi Kim, in Safety & Justice for All

decreased the public funding available to address human
needs of many kinds.

Finally, reliance on criminal legal approaches reinforces
the idea that people should be held accountable only to
the state, not to the communities in which we live and
where the violence took place. This emphasis largely
ignores the role of communities in promoting, permit-
ting, and experiencing violence targeted against particu-
lar groups. It fails to call communities to the pro-active
creation of just social, economic, political, cultural, and
spiritual relationships. Neither does it hold institutions
and civic or religious leaders accountable for the commu-
nity climate they help to create, which may either
encourage or discourage violence.

Within this narrow framework, individuals may play the
roles of advocate, victim, or perpetrator, but there is no
shared community responsibility—a notion that is not
only disempowering, but dangerous as well. After all, the
state itself is often a major perpetrator of violence against
queers, people of color, indigenous peoples, poor people,
women, people with mental illness, and other communi-
ties suffering systemic discrimination. (For more infor-
mation, see Resources, p. 12.) 

Toward a New Vision of Community
Engagement 
How can we reconceptualize the role communities
might play in reducing many interrelated forms of
violence, holding the individuals and institutions 
who perpetrate or facilitate violence accountable for 
their actions? 

We are not talking here about a new form of “vigilante
justice,” but of responsible, constructive forms of com-
munity engagement that strengthen a practical societal
commitment to human and civil rights for all people. We
are talking about community action that interrupts
cycles of violence, not acts of vengeance that only com-
pound them.

It may seem an impossibly tall order, but we can draw
inspiration from, learn from, adapt, and build on innova-
tive work that is underway in a number of communities.
Several key themes for community engagement are sum-
marized in the paragraphs that follow.

Truth-Telling

The concept of “truth commissions” is useful for imag-
ining how to publicly name and confront not only the
violence endured by particular communities, but also the
underlying social and economic conditions that help
produce this violence..

First used in Uganda in 1974, the truth and reconcilia-
tion model has been used in various places throughout
the world as one—not the only—means of addressing

                     



recognition of what happened and the harm that has been done, appropriate reparations
to those who are harmed, transformation of violent and oppressive behaviors, and so on.

Some of these elements, such as direct intervention in violence as it occurs, involve care-
ful, ongoing assessment of risk, danger, and safety for all parties.

Activists who are developing new community accountability practices note the impor-
tance of using culturally appropriate methods and strategies. The leadership and
approaches must come from and be appropriate to the communities in which vio-
lence is occurring. A “one size fits all” approach is not helpful, since inevitably it ends
up reinforcing existing patterns of oppression and dominance. .

Making this real for queer communities will require careful consideration of ques-
tions like these:

What are the points at which we might be able to intervene in acts of anti-
LGBT violence? How can we ensure that intervention does not replicate or
escalate the violence we seek to interrupt? 

How can we secure the safety of those who are targeted for anti-LGBT vio-
lence? How can we organize to provide for their needs, some of which may
be long-term? 

How can we ensure the safety of those who intervene in or confront acts
of violence?

How do we hold those who threaten or assault LGBT people account-
able for their actions without relying solely on the criminal legal system?

What do we ultimately want to happen to those who have harassed,
intimidated, or committed acts of violence against LGBT people?
What would we need to do to create accountability practices that
emphasize reparations to survivors, changed behaviors, and the pos-
sibility of reintegration back into the community on more construc-
tive and nonviolent terms? How do we monitor these forms of
accountability and take appropriate action if accountability com-
mitments are violated? 

How do we address the many intersections of anti-LGBT vio-
lence, racism, misogyny, poverty, and state violence?

How do we hold our communities and our own organiza-
tions accountable for systemic forms of racial, gender, and
economic violence that may be present in institutional poli-
cies and practices? 

How do we broaden the base of support for community
accountability initiatives in our own communities,
whether geographic and identity-based?

Meaningful Alternatives to Incarceration 

Sooner or later, most people convicted of bias-motivat-
ed offenses, having served their sentences, will return
to their communities or move to new ones.

While research data about those who commit
offenses motivated by bias, including against 
LGBT people is incomplete at best, and altogether 
nonexistent in many jurisdictions, we do know
some things;

Many of those charged with bias-motivated
crimes against LGBT people, people of color,
and other targeted groups are youth and
young adults under 30 years of age.

Based on victims' reports from around the
country, it also appears that many, perhaps

Alternatives to Incarceration

Few alternative sentencing models exist for people
convicted of bias-motivated crimes. Where they do,

they usually involve a combination of education
about the impacts of intolerance and community

service designed to help make reparations for harm
caused by the offense. But at least one organization,

the TGI (Transgender/Gender Variant/Intersex) Justice
Project (TGIJP) is thinking more deeply about the effec-

tiveness of alternatives to incarceration in general.

While its work clearly does not focus on bias-motivated
violence, TGIJP recognizes that that poverty and histories

of extreme physical, sexual, and emotional abuse actually
funnel many people people into the prison system, where the

same patterns of brutality are repeated, TGIJP seeks to
reduce the number of transgender, gender variant, and inter-

sex people who are incarcerated by diverting them out of the
system early. This involves assisting TGI people in the San

Francisco Bay Area who are awaiting sentencing to petition
their judges asking for diversion from jail or prison into plans that

will connect them with essential health, social, and economic
services that address the underlying conditions that helped to

channel so many TGI people into the system in the first place. 

It has long been known that poverty, lack of a good education, lack
of good-paying jobs, and other forms of social and economic disen-

franchisement help funnel many people into the criminal legal system.
Any serious attempt to reduce and prevent crimes of violence and

other offenses must tackle these issues. 

Anecdotal evidence suggests that many people who commit anti-LGBT
offenses also have long histories of poverty and abuse. While such histo-

ries can never justify anti-LGBT violence, they may well be contributing
factors for some who displace rage and resentment about conditions in

their own lives onto a scapegoated group. It is important to recognize that
effective work with people who threaten, intimidate, or harm LGBT people

must address the broader context of violence and injustice.

Such approaches should hold those who threaten, intimidate, or harm people
accountable for their actions and responsible for appropriate reparations. At

the same time, we must find ways to encourage transformation of violent behav-
iors and attitudes, and help strengthen the ability of people who have committed

offenses to constructively, nonviolently reintegrate into community life. In this
way, we will truly interrupt cycles of violence.

The government may not be willing to fully affirm
the human and civil rights of queer people, but it is

sometimes willing to add sexual orientation and gen-
der identity into the hate crimes mix so long as this

approach does not fundamentally challenge existing
patterns of racial, gender, and economic domination.
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the human rights and human dignity of all people are
affirmed in practical as well as rhetorical ways.

“Community accountability” is not a euphemism for
vigilante action or mob rule. In developing communi-
ty accountability methods and practices that chal-
lenge anti-LGBT violence, we must never lose sight
of the due-process rights of those who are accused of
committing acts of violence. Neither should we
engage in activities that are intended to humiliate,
stigmatize, or inflict retaliatory violence upon those
whom we wish to hold accountable. .

As we think about community accountability, two
concepts may be helpful to us. The first is that we do
not simply want to shift the power to administer vio-
lence from others to ourselves. Rather, we seek,
through community accountability processes, to
interrupt cycles of violence, not compound them, in
order to address the root causes of violence, injustice,
and inequality.

The second is that through our efforts, we seek to
make it possible for those who have engaged in acts
of violence or harassment to reintegrate constructive-
ly into community life and establish positive, nonvio-
lent community relationships. This goal is relevant
even to the work we must do with people who are
now incarcerated, some for life sentences. We cannot
always guarantee good outcomes in this regard, but
we can ensure that our own efforts are so directed.

The concept of community accountability can
include many different elements. Among them are:

Publicly naming violence by individuals, organiza-
tions, or public/private institutions, including the
naming of unequal power dynamics that are at the
root of the violence;

Breaking through claims by those who harm others
that they have done nothing wrong, or that they
were “goaded” by the victims into their actions;

Breaking through denial by the larger community
that any harm has taken place—and, in the case of
anti-LGBT violence, breaking through denial of the
extent of this violence and its devastating impacts;

Intervening directly in acts of violence and abuse
and privately or publicly confronting individuals or
institutions doing harm to others;

Ensuring the safety of those targeted for violence;

Creating community systems for long-term sur-
vivor support;

Empowering those who have experienced violence
and supporting their involvement in creating new
community-based justice approaches;

Creating new forms for accountability from those
who have harmed others to survivors and the larger
community—including acceptance of responsibility,

For example, community forums were
held after several instances of violence

directed against lesbians in the Park
Slope area of Brooklyn, New York. Many

white, middle class LGBT people called
for increased police presence, insisting that

this is what was most needed to create safe-
ty. Many residents of color, including LGBT

people of color, already feeling harassed and
persecuted by law-enforcement officials in

their own neighborhoods, reacted to this
demand with anger and dismay. The result:

more division in the community, and no
increased safety for anyone.

The challenge is to create community-based
processes that do more than publicly illuminate “the

facts” of the violence and ascribe the motive to
“hatred” based on irrational prejudice. We must help

equip communities with tools for understanding and
addressing the complex interrelationships of hate vio-

lence, intimate violence, institutional violence, poverty,
and other forms of oppression. We need organizing tools

that help us address the underlying social and economic
conditions that create fertile ground for the production of

violence directed against queers and other targeted groups.

When these deeper issues are not addressed in meaningful
ways, they continue to produce division, resentment, oppres-

sion, and injustice in communities over long periods of time.

AFSC recognizes that no truth-telling process can produce per-
fect justice. However, we do believe that accountability can come

in many forms, which need not be synonymous with increasingly
harsh punishment in a violent criminal legal system. From this

point of view, truth commissions, carefully structured and imple-
mented with integrity, can be one significant step toward creating

new forms of community accountability.

Community accountability. 

The concept of community accountability reframes our understanding
of who is ultimately responsible for ending violence, asserting that those

who assault or otherwise harm others are responsible to those whom
they have harmed and to the larger community, not merely to the state. It

also permits communities to hold public and private institutions account-
able for systemic violence, negligence, or conditions that help to produce

violence directed against LGBT people or other targeted groups. Moreover,
it asserts that entire communities bear responsibility for the creation of just

social, economic, cultural, and spiritual relationships.

Community accountability work involves developing and increasing the capac-
ity of community members to support survivors of violence and hold individu-

als and institutions who do harm to others accountable for their actions. It
involves focusing collective, community-centered attention on acts of violence in

order to intervene in, expose, and halt them. Ultimately, it seeks to transform unjust
power relationships and create communities that are truly safe for all people.

This is difficult and complicated work, and sometimes fraught with controversy. It is
also, however, essential work if we really intend to create just communities in which

These [structural] manifes-
tations of violence exist
because communities
filled with ordinary peo-
ple -who themselves
want to live in safety,
free from violence
and intimidation-
accept them. 

                 



and physical health crises that make daily survival a 
terrifying challenge” for its own constituency.

Reconceptualizing the Role of Government

In many ways, the LGBT movement has accepted the
current terms of the criminal legal approach to justice.
The government may not be willing to fully affirm 
the human and civil rights of queer people, but it is
sometimes willing to add sexual orientation and gender
identity into the hate crimes mix, at least so long as 
this “add and stir” approach does not fundamentally
challenge existing patterns of racial, gender, and eco-
nomic domination.

While this doesn't produce safety and justice for queer
communities, it does dovetail neatly with the increasing
shift of public funding from human needs to prisons
and policing, both domestic and global.

It is time to question the terms of the debate about 
the best ways to create safety and justice for all. It is time
for the larger LGBT movement to join with other pro-
gressive movements to insist upon a new set of federal
and state policy and budget priorities—and a new vision
of justice.

Toward an Interdependent Vision of
Justice
We can begin to create a new, interdependent vision of
justice by taking some small, but very important, steps:

Examine, through engaged discussion across fault 
lines of race, national origin, gender, sexuality, and class,
what terms such as safety and justice actually mean to
different communities with different histories and 
experiences. As we listen closely to one another, risking
critical examination of the multiple, interrelated impacts
of the ways we frame issues and make strategic choices
about responding to anti-LGBT violence, we will 
begin to perceive the world in a much more interde-
pendent way.

Learn more about the racial and class biases that per-
vade the U.S. criminal legal system and the massive
abuses of human rights within this nation's jails and
prisons. Learn about the impacts of a rapidly-expand-
ing, for-profit, private prison industry. Think about
what an emphasis on penalty enhancements for bias
crimes means within a 30-year context of “get tough on
crime” policy. Learn what those 30 years have produced,
especially for people of color (immigrants and U.S.
born), poor people, women, youth, and people with
mental illness. (A companion AFSC issue brief,
Corrupting Justice, offers an accessible introduction to
these issues; see Resources on p. 12.)

Learn about the innovative anti-violence work already
underway that prioritizes survivor safety and self-deter-
mination while emphasizing community engagement,
community accountability, truth-telling, and the like.
Think about how it could be applied or adapted to the

communities in which we live and find meaning. Think
about how we might build on these ideas over time.

Start talking to others about what we are learning,
even when it seems uncomfortable to do so, or 
others respond with denial, harsh criticism, or
ridicule. Remember that discomfort in such a situ-
ation actually means that the situation is full 
of life, because there is something new with
which to engage.
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and measures that expand the criminal legal system
won't do the job.

Community Leadership Development

The deepest and most lasting change comes from
organizing that is designed and implemented by
those who are most affected by violence—in this
case, not only by anti-LGBT violence, but also by
every structural form of violence.

As a method of community engagement, a growing
number of LGBT groups, particularly those led by
people of color, trans people, youth, and low-income
queers, are giving particular emphasis to grassroots
leadership development among those queer con-
stituencies that have traditionally been marginalized
in the larger LGBT movement. The purpose is to
strengthen the ability of these communities to iden-
tify their own needs, frame issues in relevant ways,
and organize to confront the violence and injustice
they experience.

The TGI (Transgender/Gender Variant/Intersex)
Justice Project, whose mission is to challenge and
end the human rights abuses committed against
transgender, gender variant/genderqueer and inter-
sex (TGI) people in California prisons and beyond,
supports projects that expand the leadership capac-
ity of TGI communities, especially among TGI
prisoners and former prisoners.

AFSC's Seattle-based GLBTQ Youth Program
offers paid youth internships that focus on leader-
ship development and empowerment. Modest
stipends make it possible for low-income and
homeless youth, many of whom are trans people
and people of color who would typically be exclud-
ed from movement decision-making, to participate
and exercise leadership in work that challenges and
seeks to transform injustice.

In Hawai'i, the AFSC-facilitated Rainbow Revo-
lutionaries, a multiracial group for LGBT youth
and their allies, emphasizes youth networking, lead-
ership development, skill-building, community
organizing, and bridge building across issues and
constituencies. Work for LGBT rights and recogni-
tion is also linked to work for Kanaka Maoli
(indigenous Hawaiian) sovereignty and human
rights and to organizing for demilitarization and
decolonization.

In New York City, FIERCE! (Fabulous Indepen-
dent Educated Radicals for Community Empower-
ment), emphasizes youth empowerment and lead-
ership development. FIERCE is a community
organizing project for transgender, lesbian, gay,
bisexual, two spirit, queer, and questioning youth of
color, which works to take on “the institutions that
perpetuate transphobia, homophobia, racism, eth-
nic conflict, gender bias, economic injustice, ageism,
and the spread of HIV, STDs, and other mental

most, people who harass, threat-
en, intimidate, vandalize, or

assault people of color, queers, and
other targeted groups are young

men in their teens and twenties
from working class or poor back-

grounds. Many appear to have per-
sonal histories of poverty and abuse.

Most are white.

We do not have reliable national
research data that tells us the outcomes

of sentencing of offenders convicted of
offenses categorized as hate violence. It is

clear, however, that throughout the crimi-
nal legal system, people of color are far more

likely than white people convicted of the
same offense to receive harsher sentences.

There is no reason to believe that this racial
disparity disappears with regard to the applica-

tion of penalty enhancements for those convict-
ed of hate crimes.

Few of those charged with anti-LGBT violence
are associated with organized hate groups. In fact,

the most striking thing about those who threaten
and direct violence against LGBT people is they are

so ordinary. Do we want to reclaim these lives, or are
we determined to throw them away? 

If the only option is a longer sentence in prisons or jails,
what lessons will people convicted of anti-LGBT or

other kinds of bias offenses have learned—given that
prisons and jails are in themselves efficient factories of

brutality, racism, misogyny, homophobia, and other forms
of abuse? Most prisoners are incarcerated without mean-

ingful access to educational or rehabilitative programs. Do
we honestly think that people who have been brutalized

within jails and prisons—most of whom have already known
the systemic violence of poverty, racism, misogyny, and the

like—will ultimately return to communities with a new com-
mitment to tolerance and nonviolence? 

The reasons for reconsidering the effectiveness of harsher penal-
ties for breaking cycles of violence are compelling. Many LGBT

activists say privately that they realize that our movement should
begin to work with offenders in order to help break the cycle of vio-

lence. Nonetheless, it is difficult to know where or how to start.

Part of the difficulty comes from the sense of obligation we feel to
those whose lives have been lost to anti-LGBT violence, and the rage

and fear so many of us feel in the face of this violence. The horrific mur-
ders of Gwen Araujo, Brandon Teena, Sakia Gunn, Fred Martinez,

Matthew Shepard, Billy Jack Gaither, Rebecca Wright, and others cast a
long shadow over our strategic choices. To many, it seems like a betrayal to

suggest that harsher penalties aren't the way to go. Many of us think of
those who commit acts of anti-LGBT violence as brutal, unredeemable

“monsters” who are scarcely human at all and deserve anything they get,

If our goal is to reduce and ultimately eliminate LGBT violence, however, we
must be willing to address the conditions that produce it and work construc-

tively with those who have committed anti-LGBT offenses. Harsher penalties

You can support the work of AFSC’s National LGBT
Program and its Justice Visions work by donating to:

National LGBT Program, Community Relations Unit,
American Friends Service Committee, 1501 Cherry Street,

Philadelphia, PA 19102.

The dynamics of domination
and subordination, 
reinforced through geopo-
litical war, cultural war,
economic domination,
and other forms of 
violence and oppression
aren't based solely on
irrational prejudice.
They also benefit
dominant groups.

This issue brief can be downloaded in
PDF format at

h t t p : / / w w w. a f s c . o r g / l g b t / c r i m i n a l -
justice/general-resources.htm

Single print copies are available for $2.00
each, including postage. All orders must be
prepaid. Information about bulk orders avail-
able upon request. Orders and inquiries

should be sent to: National LGBT Program,
Community Relations Unit, American

Friends Service Committee, 1501 Cherry
Street, Philadelphia, PA 19102, or

email lboomfield@afsc.org.

                  



AFSC LGBT & Criminal Justice
Programs
AFSC Resources: Anti-Violence Work & the
Criminal Legal System

http://www.afsc.org/lgbt/criminal-
justice/general-resources.htm
http://www.afsc.org/justice-visions.htm
Publications include:
Close to Home: Developing Innovative,
Community-Centered Responses to Anti-
LGBT Violence, an AFSC LGBT Justice
Visions Issue Brief, by Kay Whitlock, 2005.
Corrupting Justice: An LGBT Primer on
Racism, Violence, Human Degradation & the
Prison Industrial Complex, an AFSC LGBT
Justice Visions Issue Brief, by Kay Whitlock,
2005.
In a Time of Broken Bones: A Call for
Dialogue on Hate Violence & the Limitations
of Hate Crimes Legislation,
an AFSC Justice Visions Working Paper, by
Kay Whitlock, AFSC, 2001.
Whose Safety? Women of Color and the
Violence of Law Enforcement Whose Safety?
Women of Color and the Violence of Law
Enforcement, by Anannya Bhattacharjee,
AFSC and the Committee on Women,
Population and the Environment, 2001. 

Additional Resources: Anti-
Violence Work & the Criminal
Legal System 
Safety & Justice for All: Examining the
Relationship Between the Women’s Anti-
Violence Movement and the Criminal Legal
System, by Mimi Kim, New York, 2002.

http://www.ms.foundation.org/user-
assets/PDF/Program/safety_justice.pdf

Stonewalled: Police Abuse and Misconduct
Against Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and
Transgender People in the U.S., Amnesty
International USA, 2005.

http://www.amnestyusa.org/outfront

Critical Resistance/Incite! Statement on
Gender Violence and the Prison Industrial
Complex, Incite! Women of Color Against
Violence and Critical Resistance, 2002.

http://www.incite-national.org/involve/
statement.html

Community Engagement/
Community Accountability
The Community Engagement Continuum:
Outreach, Mobilization, Organizing, and
Accountability to Address Violence Against
Women in Asian and Pacific Islander
Communities, by Mimi Kim, Asian & Pacific
Islander Institute on Domestic Violence, 2005.

http://www.apiahf.org/apidvinstitute/PDF/
Community_Engagement_Report.pdf

Gender Oppression–Abuse–Violence:
Community Accountability within the People
of Color Progressive Movement, Report from
INCITE! Women of Color Against Violence
Ad-Hoc Community Accountability Working
Group Meeting, 2004, sponsored by INCITE!
Women of Color Against Violence, co-spon-
sored by Communities Against Rape and
Abuse (CARA), 2005.

http://www.incite-national.org

LGBT Groups Addressing Police &
Criminal Legal System Violence
Audre Lorde Project (Working Group on
Police Violence) http://www.alp.org

Fierce! (Transgender Youth & the Prison
Industrial Complex) 

http://www.fiercenyc.org/transPICflow.pdf

National Center for Lesbian Rights (Fact
Sheet: Rights of Transgender Prisoners)

http://www.nclrights.org/publications/pubs/
tgprisoners0804.pdf

Sylvia Rivera Law Project (Rights of Trans
Prisoners/Abuse of Trans Prisoners, Criminal
Justice Issue page)

http://www.srlp.org/index.php?sec=03K&
page=criminaljust

TGI Justice Project (Challenging human rights
abuses committed against transgender, gen-
der variant/genderqueer and intersex (TGI)
people in California prisons and beyond)

http://www.tgijp.org

Trans/Gender Variant in Prison Committee 
(A California Prison Focus Committee)

http://www.prisons.org/TIP.htm

Queers for Economic Justice (Criminal
Justice Resources in QEJ Library)

http://www.queersforeconomicjustice.org

Queer to the Left (Anti-Death Penalty
Organizing)

http://www.queertotheleft.org/deathpenalty.html

Restorative Justice
Please note that there are many different
kinds of programs and initiatives gathered
under the umbrella concept of restorative
justice, which seeks to offer practical alter-
natives to retributive justice. There are also
many different kinds of websites offering
information on restorative justice, affiliated
with governments, universities, private
organizations, and particular constituencies.
Only a few are listed here.
AFSC encourages readers to carefully evalu-
ate these, and all, restorative justice sites
and initiatives in light of their merits and lim-
itations, and with regard to the following
questions:
• Do particular restorative justice practices
or programs constructively transform or do
they replicate patterns of racial, cultural, and
economic domination? Are members of poor
communities and communities of color full
partners in defining the meaning of restora-
tive justice and in shaping and implementing
the practices? Is there indigenous community
leadership? 
• Do particular practices and programs
address underlying social and economic con-
ditions that help produce wrongdoing, harm,
and violence?
• How are these programs accountable to
the communities they seek to serve? 
• Have restorative justice elements simply
been grafted onto an existing, retributive jus-
tice model or co-opted by the state? What
role does the state have in funding and
implementing particular restorative justice
initiatives and programs? In what ways does
this influence the programs?

Coalition for Equity-Restorative Justice
(CERJ)

An email consortium operated by John
Wilmerding, a member of the Religious
Society of Friends (Quakers). A global, plain
text, email-based colloquium and consortium
for those with a serious theoretical and/or
activist-oriented interest in peace, conflict

resolution, radical nonviolent justice, and
social reform. 
CERJ@igc.org

Critical Issues in Restorative Justice, eds.
Howard Zehr and Barb Toews, Criminal
Justice Press, 2004.

This collection of articles identifies signifi-
cant challenges to the integrity and effective-
ness of restorative justice models throughout
the world. This critical self-examination by
prominent, long-term advocates and practi-
tioners of restorative justice highlights the
dangers of 1) co-optation or diversion from
its core mission, and the unintended harmful
consequences that may accompany reforms;
2) being relegated primarily to “minor”
crimes or conflicts, and thereby having a
negligible impact on larger systems of jus-
tice; and 3) inherent flaws based on possible
cultural or gender biases, or alleged failure
to address underlying social problems that
breed conflict and violence. 
http://www.criminaljusticepress.com/
071.html

Justice as Healing: Indigenous Ways—
Writings on Community Peacemaking
and Restorative Justice, Native Law
Centre, University of Saskatchewan

http://www.usask.ca/nativelaw/publica-
tions/jah/jah_iw.html

Restorative Justice Online, a project of
Prison Fellowship International

Basic information on restorative justice, with
plenty of materials from a Christian perspective.
http://www.restorativejustice.org

Restorative Justice Practices of Native
American, First Nation and Other Indigenous
Peoples, by Laura Mirsky

http://www.realjustice.org/library/
natjust1.html

Truth Commissions & Truth-Telling
Processes

The resources listed here provide a sampling
of different kinds of truth-telling processes in
which violence involves not only the intense
hatred held for particular groups, but also the
complicity of many public/private institutions
as well as that of many ordinary people who
consider themselves to be acting in the name
of morality and justice.

AFSC: Special Collection on AFSC Work in
the Prince Edward County Virginia School
Closing Issue

http://webarchive.afsc.org/archives/princeed
ward/princeed.htm

Final Report of the Oklahoma Commission to
Study the Tulsa Race Riot of 1921

http://www.ok-history.mus.ok.us/trrc/
freport.htm

A Call for Dialogue: Greensboro, North
Carolina’s Opportunity to Move toward
Wholeness, by Carol E. Steger, M.A., 2004.

http://www.gtcrp.org/Reading.asp

Greensboro Truth and Community
Reconciliation Project

http://www.gtcrp.org

Greensboro Truth and Reconciliation
Commission Official Website

http://www.greensborotrc.org

International Center for Transitional Justice

http://www.ictj.org

Transitional Justice Forum

http://tj-forum.org

Educational and
Organizing Resources
L E A R N  M O R E !
G E T  C O N N E C T E D !
G E T  I N V O LV E D !

Listed here are selected organiza-
tions, websites, and specific
resources offering more in-depth
information, commentary, and
resources on the topics addressed in
this issue brief. Through these web-
sites, links to additional organizations
and resources are available. 
The various organizations listed here
do not necessarily share AFSC’s point
of view or all agree on the subjects of
violence in the criminal legal system,
community accountability, truth com-
missions, alternatives to incarcera-
tion, and the like. 
Because website content changes
frequently, AFSC does not endorse or
vouch for specific websites.

The American Friends Service Committee
(AFSC) is an internationally recognized
Quaker organization whose work for
peace, social and economic justice, and
humanitarian service is carried forward by
women and men of various faiths. The
Service Committee, in its historic role of
mending lives shattered by World Wars I
and II, won the Nobel Peace Prize in 1947
along with the British Friends Service
Council, on behalf of all Quakers, for
peace building and humanitarian service.
AFSC’s quick reaction to the internment of
Japanese Americans at the beginning of
World War II helped aid, educate, and
relocate thousands of American citizens
who were unjustly targeted, corralled, and
warehoused because of race. In 1963, at
the request of an aide of Dr. Martin Luther
King, Jr., AFSC published the first
complete edition of Dr. King’s historic
Letter from a Birmingham Jail, addressed
to a group of white clergy who opposed
his nonviolent civil rights campaign.
Throughout the years, AFSC has worked
for human rights of many (including
lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender
people), challenging both the violence of
individuals and the violence of the state.
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