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Abstract

Restorative justice, together with community policing and community corrections, is widely regarded as one of the three pillars
of “proactive criminal justice.” In the past, however, restorative justice and policing developed with limited overlap, leaving
“restorative policing” largely underexplored. Nevertheless, international practical experience shows that police can be
empowered to refer cases for restorative justice, represent the community in restorative processes, enforce resolutions formed
through restorative procedures, and even serve as facilitators in restorative conferences. As the most fundamental local
peacebuilders, police can, through restorative justice approaches, help achieve mutually beneficial outcomes for offenders,
victims, and the community. Given the close connection between restorative policing and community relations, this study
employs a four-point bipolar Likert scale questionnaire to empirically examine whether police can appropriately participate in
restorative justice processes. Specifically, it explores whether police officers are better positioned to serve as facilitators in
restorative justice processes or as community representatives within such frameworks. Research findings indicate that in Taiwan,
despite police lacking legal authority to make restorative justice referrals, survey results from the northern region demonstrate
strong community support for police involvement in restorative processes, with a satisfaction rate averaging 56%. At the same
time, items measuring the suitability of police as “restoration promoters of restorative justice” (5 items) show stronger relevance
than those assessing whether police are suitable as “community representatives of restorative justice” (2 items). In addition,
multiple regression analysis revealed that police are perceived as suitable facilitators in restorative justice processes. However,
the communities interviewed also expressed concerns that police involvement in the restoration process may introduce risks of
failure, miscalculation, misjudgment, or perceptions of differential treatment. In response to these concerns, this article suggests
that restorative justice should integrate mediation and adopt restorative policing as its starting point. Accordingly, a two-stage
restorative justice model is proposed, with restorative policing serving as both the initial phase and a continuing process. This
approach involves empowering police to implement restorative policing through comprehensive legal authorization and
emphasizing police-led restorative procedures to prioritize issue resolution. Through strengthening police-community relations,
this model aims to establish a foundation for localized restorative policing and the practical application of restorative justice.
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1. Introduction

In recent years, restorative justice (RJ) has been widely ap-
plied in Taiwan's criminal justice system, shaping its opera-
tions and providing a legal basis for criminal enforcement.
However, it was not until the 2023 amendment to the Crime
Victim Rights Protection Act, which added a dedicated chap-
ter titled “Chapter Four: Restorative Justice” (Articles 44 to
49), that Taiwan's restorative mechanism was formally estab-
lished as RJ. Together with community policing and commu-
nity corrections, RJ is considered one of the three pillars of
proactive criminal justice [16]. Despite this institutional de-
velopment, RJ and policing have historically rarely intersected,
leaving restorative policing (RP) largely underdeveloped [9].
Particularly in Taiwan, it is therefore worth considering
whether the police may assume an additional role in referring
cases to RJ. At the same time, whether police can become cen-
tral actors in presiding over, participating in, or implementing
RJ remains both possible and contested.

RP is a policing model centered on repairing harm and re-
building relationships [34]. Unlike traditional punitive en-
forcement, RP emphasizes resolving crime through dialogue,
negotiation, and community involvement rather than relying
on arrests and pursuits. The concept of RP originated in New
Zealand's 1989 Children, Young Persons, and Their Families
Act, which institutionalized the Maori tradition of Family
Group Conferencing. Under this system, juvenile delinquency
cases are addressed primarily through dialogue and negotia-
tion among families, communities, and victims, rather than
through direct entry into the judicial process. This approach is
widely regarded as a model of RP, in which police officers
shift from enforcers to meeting coordinators who facilitate
reconciliation between perpetrators and victims [12].

In the 1990s, several police departments in the UK began
piloting “Restorative Caution,” which required perpetrators of
minor offenses to meet with victims and apologize in order to
reduce the likelihood of legal proceedings [2]. This develop-
ment marked the emergence of community policing-based RP
[1] and emphasized the role of police as “restorative facilita-
tors,” rather than solely as law enforcement officers [18].
Around the same time, Canada introduced provisions in the
Youth Criminal Justice Act that allow police to participate
fully in the restoration processes following an offense or to
lead such processes themselves, positioning the police as fun-
damental peace-building actors at the local level [16]. Police
officers operate on the front lines of public affairs. According
to Article 2 of Taiwan's Police Act, “The mission of the police
is obligated to maintain public order, protect social security,
prevent all hazards, and promote public welfare according to
applicable laws,” underscoring their central role in maintain-
ing social order and security. Furthermore, the “2024 Annual
Survey of Public Satisfaction with Police's Work in Maintain-
ing Public Order in Taiwan,” published by the Center for
Criminological Research at National Chung Cheng University
in January 2025, shows high levels of public satisfaction
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across various policies, particularly in the area of “providing
convenient services to the public,” where effective police—
community cooperation is evident. This plays a crucial role in
promoting community safety and increasing public satisfac-
tion. When the relationship between the police and the public
is positive, and the police understand the public’s needs and
formulate corresponding policies, it not only contributes to
improved community safety but also enhances the public’s
image of the police, thereby increasing satisfaction with police
services. Accordingly, public satisfaction with police services
remained high in 2024, at 91.01%, compared to 90.39% in
2023 [3]. This indicates that the public supports police actions
and maintains a high level of satisfaction [4]. Furthermore,
from a community policing perspective, the police maintain
close interaction with the community. The community, as one
of the key players in RJ, is both the object of RJ restoration
and the subject of RJ participation, and may even be under-
stood as the arena of RJ [16]. Therefore, from an RP perspec-
tive, this overlap raises an important question: Can the police
in Taiwan function as community representatives within RJ
procedures? More specifically, can police chair restorative
meetings, participate in restorative processes, or implement
restorative decisions in ways that advance RJ's objective of
achieving mutually beneficial outcomes for perpetrators, vic-
tims, and the community? This study addresses these ques-
tions through a combination of literature review and question-
naire survey methods.

2. The Practice of RP

2.1. The Regret of RP's Lack of Legal Basis

Across countries with experience in RP practices, some sys-
tems use police as coordinators of restorative meetings, some
empower police to adjudicate or mediate minor offenses, and
others involve police as facilitators of RJ or as community rep-
resentatives throughout the RJ process. Among these models,
police-referral RJ is the most common (details below). In Tai-
wan, academic journals and master's and doctoral disserta-
tions bearing the designation “RP” remain extremely scarce as
of 2025. Moreover, interactions between police and RJ are not
specifically addressed in current legal practice.

At present, Taiwan has enacted multiple laws governing ju-
dicially led RJ, including Article 29 of the Juvenile Justice Act,
Articles 13 and 29 of the Regulations Governing the Adjudi-
cation of Juvenile Protection Cases, Article 42 of the Prison
Act, Article 33 of the Enforcement Rules of the Prison Act,
Article 5 of the Regulations Governing the Prison’s Imposing
Punishment on the Prisoner, Article 37 of the Detention Act,
Article 28 of the Enforcement Rules of the Detention Act, Ar-
ticle 5 of the Regulations Governing the Detention Center’s
Imposing Punishment on the Defendant, Articles 4, 8, and 28
to 29 of the Guidelines for the Prevention of School Bullying,
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Articles 125 and 319 of the Enforcement Rules of Citizen
Judges Act, Chapter 4 (Articles 44 to 49) of the Crime Victim
Rights Protection Act, Article 26 of the Gender Equity Educa-
tion Act, and Article 4 of the Regulations on the Implementa-
tion of Remorse Programs. An examination of these provi-
sions reveals no explicit legal basis authorizing police to con-
duct restorative justice (RJ).

Article 248-2 of Taiwan's Code of Criminal Procedure
states that, “During the investigation stage, when a victim is
examined or interviewed, his statutory agent, spouse, lineal
blood relative, collateral blood relative within the third degree
of kinship, family head, family member, physician, psycholo-
gist, counselor, social worker, or other person the victim trusts,
with the consent of the victim, may be present and state their
own opinions” (Section 1). However, this provision does not
apply if the person present is the accused, or if, in the opinion
of the public prosecutor, prosecutor investigator, judicial po-
lice officer, or judicial policeman, such presence would hinder
the investigation. (Section 2).” Therefore, during the investi-
gation stage, only prosecutors may, upon the request of the
defendant and the victim, refer cases to appropriate agencies,
institutions, or groups for remediation, leaving no formal role
for police involvement in RJ.

Similarly, Article 271-4 of the Code of Criminal Procedure
states that, “The court may order the case to undergo media-
tion any time before the conclusion of oral argument. Alterna-
tively, the court may, upon petition of the accused or the victim
and after taking into account the opinion expressed by the pub-
lic prosecutor, the agent, the defense attorney, and the assistant,
refer the case to an appropriate organization, institution, or as-
sociation to undergo a restorative justice program (Section 1).
Where the victim is without legal capacity, of limited legal ca-
pacity, or is deceased, the petition for a restorative justice pro-
gram referred to in the preceding paragraph may be made by
the statutory agent, lineal blood relative, or spouse of the vic-
tim. (Section 2).” Police have no authority over restorative re-
ferrals or petitions during the trial process. In Taiwan, police
are not authorized or legally permitted to refer restorative
cases. This differs significantly from the original RJ theory,
which allows for such referrals at any stage of the criminal
justice process, including the pre-indictment police stage, the
pre-trial prosecution stage, the pre-sentencing trial stage, and
the rehabilitation stage [16]. Currently, Taiwan has relevant
laws and regulations governing the pre-trial prosecution stage,
the pre-sentencing trial stage, and the rehabilitation stage.
However, the pre-trial police stage remains a shortcoming, in-
dicating that RP still has significant limitations in terms of lo-
calized RJ reform.

2.2. The Relationship Between Community and
RP

Both community policing and RP are inextricably linked to
RJ. Community policing aims to build partnerships between
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the police and the community, fostering collaboration to ad-
dress community problems and improve overall quality of life
[37]. According to Mon (2006) [27], in areas with more devel-
oped communitarianism, residents are more actively involved
in community activities and affairs; as a result, community po-
licing can be effectively implemented, community security
improves, and overall quality of life gradually increases [6].
Accordingly, community policing has evolved from a narrow
role of “law enforcer” to broader roles such as “solver of so-
cial problems,” “mobilizer of social resources,” and even “so-
cial worker” [5]. In this sense, community policing can be re-
garded as the social foundation of RJ.

RP may be understood as a front-end extension of RJ. Both
approaches are closely connected to the element of “commu-
nity” and share the value of “cooperative governance,” focus-
ing on “harm recovery” rather than solely on crime prevention
[11]. In discussing the relationship between community and
RP, it is essential that RP be rooted in the community. Com-
munity members are most familiar with local issues, such as
crime hotspots and social conflicts, and can therefore provide
timely, context-specific solutions. Furthermore, traditional po-
licing often relies on policies such as zero tolerance, which
may generate potential antagonism between the police and the
community. In contrast, RP seeks to reduce hostility through
dialogue, mutual trust, and integration, thereby rebuilding po-
lice-community relations and facilitating restorative processes.
This shift allows the police to move from the role of “enforc-
ers” to that of “conflict resolvers,” identifying and addressing
social problems.

Empirical research supports this perspective. A five-year
study in Baltimore, Maryland, found that RP combined with
community dialogue reduced juvenile violent crime recidi-
vism by 25% [32]. The interaction between the community
and RP thus reflects a broader paradigm of shift from state-
controlled authority to more inclusive forms of social govern-
ance. Its significance lies not only in the institutional design
of RJ systems but also in the cultivation of a more resilient
civil society. This collaborative effort between the police and
the community to complete the restoration highlights the in-
dispensable role of the community in RJ. The following dis-
cussion continues by examining the relevance, importance,
and necessity of the “community” within RJ programs.

3. The Relationship Between the
Community and the Restoration
Process

3.1. The Importance of Community
Participation in Restoration

3.1.1. The Trend of the Community

Almost every country in the world today has developed a
reliance on retribution, and this tendency often becomes a
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driving force in the formulation of criminal policy. While im-
posing severe punishments, such approaches deepen expecta-
tions for incarceration, catalyze moral panic and public fear,
and increase the demand for punishment and sanction mecha-
nisms, particularly in utilitarian systems such as that of the
United States [28]. As societies pursue so-called justice and
security, justice remains unfulfilled, and communities remain
wounded as long as calls for revenge continue to dominate
public discourse [23].

Ultimately, the most significant difference between RJ and
traditional criminal justice in the conflict resolution “process”
lies in community involvement, while the most important dif-
ference in the handling of “outcomes” lies in community res-
toration. However, during the emergence and development of
RJ across countries, it has often been uncritically promoted as
superior in achieving multiple objectives, resulting in limited
capacity to evaluate pilot programs and yielding largely incon-
clusive outcomes [21]. Even now, it remains difficult to accu-
rately assess the RJ’s adaptation across countries or to deter-
mine its effectiveness, particularly with respect to community
participation and community recovery. In this sense, RJ may
be understood as occupying the least explored leg of the three-
legged stool [14].

Inevitably, Taiwan's practice of RJ has also fallen into sim-
ilar misconceptions. The advantages of RJ have been over-
stated, with mediation conflated with restoration and pre-
sented as an “improvement.” Community involvement has
been consistently neglected, and in practice, little considera-
tion has been given to how communities themselves might be
restored. Furthermore, the rise of “community-based criminal
policy” has been overlooked, quietly replacing the balanced
approach of “tough and soft criminal policy” [22].

One of the fundamental principles of RJ is that the harm
caused by crime encompasses the perpetrator, the victim, and
the local community, and that the power to control crime must
shift from the state toward individual citizens and local com-
munities [35]. This implies that crime control must be “com-
munized.” Addressing and preventing crime requires active
community engagement and shared responsibility. Yet, this re-
sponsibility is frequently evaded at two levels: first, when
communities delegate crime handling entirely to legally man-
dated public institutions; and second, when community re-
sponsibility is considered fulfilled once the offender is con-
victed and punished [25].

Throughout this process, it has been difficult to identify the
responsibilities actually fulfilled by the community in the res-
toration process. This suggests that, despite the broader trend
toward community-based RJ, there remains an unfortunate
lack of follow-up evaluation of community functions, both do-
mestically and internationally. In this context, the police are at
the forefront of community involvement. The frequency and
extent of police-community interaction significantly influence
community capacity. If communities are to fulfill the func-
tions expected of RJ, the maintenance and effectiveness of
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their operation should be considered in light of the high po-
tential of the RP model.

3.1.2. The Cohesion of Community Consciousness

Most crimes involve problems between perpetrators and
victims within the same community, and many violent crimes
likewise stem from interpersonal conflicts within the same
community. These problems must therefore be faced and ad-
dressed collectively by participating community members, ra-
ther than being entrusted solely to groups of “professional out-
siders” [29]. Problems originate within the community, and
the community must resolve its own internal issues. In the
long run, reliance on third-party institutions such as courts,
prosecutors, and mediators is fundamentally inconsistent with
the original intent of RJ.

Communities are microcosms of society. For RJ to function
effectively, the local community in which the parties reside
exerts a profound influence and should receive greater proce-
dural consideration, with particular emphasis on interpersonal
relationships. Socially integrative strategies should gradually
incorporate local communities into the compensation process.
Especially in an era of advanced Al technology, existing social
or community networks can be leveraged to offer more inno-
vative ways to address various antisocial behaviors. If con-
flicts are legally resolved through the active participation of
local communities, deviant behavior becomes a socially rele-
vant issue, and the causal relationships of events become
clearer [26].

However, similar to the United States, which is one of the
earliest promoters of RJ, Taiwan also lacks a strong sense of
“community” [33]. Both societies have experienced the oblit-
eration of neighborhood and local community functions [8].
Therefore, strengthening community “awareness” is the first
step in building community consciousness. However, it re-
mains both fundamental and challenging. Questions concern-
ing how this awareness is stimulated, by whom, and through
what methods are central to the development of mutual trust
in the process of building community cohesion of mutual trust
in the process of building community cohesion.

Considering one of RJ’s functions in criminology, namely
crime prevention, the best approach is to bring the community
together and, through community cohesion, mobilize the col-
lective effectiveness of the community [31]. Given the limited
size of the police force but the substantial potential of public
participation, this approach involves integrating community
resources and combining public strength. This partnership be-
tween the police, the community, and the public emphasizes
building community consensus and mobilizing public capac-
ity to jointly address community security issues [13, 19]. As-
suming that the existing community policing system serves as
the foundation and that RP is re-emphasized, it is reasonable
to expect that police can develop implementation strategies
within RJ, such as “understanding community dynamics and
carrying out investigations,” “proactively caring for the com-
munity and cultivating police-community mutual trust,”
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“stimulating public participation and strengthening self-de-
fense capabilities,” and “actively integrating into the commu-
nity and creating police-community harmony” [7].

3.2. Community Needs and Responsibilities in
the Restoration Process

Within the framework of RJ, perpetrators, victims, society,
and communities each have their own injuries, needs, and re-
sponsibilities. These elements are interconnected and sequen-
tial: the “harm” caused by crime generates the “need” to repair
that harm, and the need to repair, in turn, generates the “re-
sponsibility” to take positive action to meet these needs [23].
With regard to perpetrators and victims, these dimensions are
relatively straightforward. However, what are the “needs” and
“responsibilities” of the community within RJ?

The community’s primary “needs” may be understood as a
sense of justice. With respect to responsibility, like victims,
local communities experience a loss of security following
crime and therefore require reassurance that measures are be-
ing taken to prevent its recurrence [39]. Regardless of their
effectiveness, preventative measures are preferable to inaction,
which may generate moral panic or heightened fear of crime.
Whenever a crime occurs, communities need to know there is
a clear stance toward crime and that responses will be timely.
In short, from the community's perspective, safety is the pri-
mary concern [23].

In terms of community responsibility, community empow-
erment is a central element of RJ. This involves encouraging
communities to assume responsibility for their daily routines,
thereby increasing public trust and strengthening overall com-
munity cohesion [29]. Empowering local communities with
the capacity to resolve conflicts allows them to heal from
crime-related harm and fosters a sense of shared responsibility
and local governance. Furthermore, when responding to crime,
communities must connect the harm suffered by victims with
the needs and responsibilities of perpetrators, rather than treat-
ing crime as an exclusively individual matter. This requires
building channels for dialogue and recovery between victims
and perpetrators, as well as between perpetrators and the com-
munity.

If communities fail to rebuild trust with perpetrators, of-
fenders may become further alienated, creating a cycle that
contributes to recidivism [10]. Therefore, both perpetrators
and communities share responsibility for the harm caused by
crime. If perpetrators are held accountable for their actions,
communities must likewise assume responsibility for address-
ing harm and supporting healing. Accordingly, communities
require not only comprehensive crime prevention strategies
but also a perspective that recognizes each conflict as a poten-
tial community resource [30]. Every conflict presents an op-
portunity to reaffirm the value of each community member to
the overall well-being of the community. Similarly, every con-
sultative meeting serves as a practical demonstration of effec-
tive conflict resolution and reinforces community members'
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right to personal safety and freedom from crime.

In summary, under the premise that the community is re-
sponsible for establishing peace, the needs of local communi-
ties arising from criminal conflicts include: 1. a sense of jus-
tice; 2. community empowerment; 3. rebuilding peaceful rela-
tionships between individuals and vital social connections,
and reintegrating victims and perpetrators into a supporting
community; 4. a sense of safety and hope; and 5. taking con-
crete action to prevent similar conflicts from recurring. The
community's responsibilities include: 1. taking immediate ac-
tion to protect victims and perpetrators; 2. examining the per-
petrator's responsibility and requiring relevant parties to ac-
tively participate in the conflict resolution process; 3. provid-
ing local resources and seeking healing for victims and perpe-
trators; 4. providing public education and establishing a pro-
cess for peaceful conflict resolution; and 5. identifying pat-
terns of recurring conflicts and addressing their root causes
[36]. If these needs and responsibilities are met through police
involvement in RJ and implemented through a RP model, it is
believed that substantial and timely improvements in effec-
tiveness can be achieved.

4. The Role of Police in RJ

Following the above discussion, while the community has
both needs and responsibilities, it remains an abstract concept.
How can this be made more concrete? And what role does it
represent after participating in RJ? Drawing on comparative
experience, the following provides a brief overview of the
methods and roles of police participation in RJ in various
countries:

4.1. Australia

The Australian model of “Community Action Conferences”
is coordinated by a police officer, whose role is to encourage
all participants to reach a collective agreement on how to best
minimize the ongoing harm caused by crime. Community po-
lice coordinate the process but do not control the outcome. In
other Australian states, there is also police-run victim/offender
conferencing, primarily targeting juvenile offenders or those
involved in minor offenses. Section 4 of the Young Offenders
Act 1997 in New South Wales allows police officers to act as
specialist youth officers and refer juvenile delinquency cases
to juvenile justice conferences. Police officers may also be ap-
pointed as chairpersons and are authorized to preside over RJ
consultations. Even in Canberra, the police force can lead the
implementation of RJ through “Diversionary Conferencing”
[17].

4.2. New Zealand

In New Zealand's RJ, in cases involving the protection of
children and adolescents, the police, in addition to acting as
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referral agencies, have a legal obligation to abide by and im-
plement the decisions, recommendations, and implementation
plans made by caregiver family groups. In juvenile justice, the
police may issue cautions and warnings. With respect to juve-
nile justice family groups, the police are authorized to partic-
ipate in meetings and are required to abide by and implement
the decisions, recommendations, and implementation plans
adopted at those meetings. Regardless of the form of the re-
storative meeting, the police may attend but may not chair the
meeting or assume an active deliberative role. Some police
chiefs argue that, as law enforcement officers primarily re-
sponsible for crime prevention, chairing restorative meetings
may limit their ability to support victims and raise concerns
about impartiality due to consideration of the perpetrator's per-
spective; therefore, they strongly oppose police-chaired re-
storative meetings [17].

4.3. The United States of America

While police officers also act as referral agents for RJ, the
biggest difference between them and those in New Zealand
and Australia lies in their far deeper involvement in RJ. In ad-
dition to chairing RJ meetings, they implement the agreements
and plans decided upon at those meetings, playing a highly
proactive role in the restoration process while simultaneously
acting as leaders and supervisors of RJ meetings [17]. Empir-
ical research indicates that RJ led by US police agencies is
quite effective when its application is limited to juvenile of-
fenders [24].

4.4. Canada

In 2002, Canada enacted Section 6 of the Youth Criminal
Justice Act, which granted police officers the power to refer
cases to the community. Based on this legal basis, the Royal
Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) developed “Community
Justice Forums.” These forums primarily target young offend-
ers and are widely accepted by the Canadian community [17].

4.5. Opinions in This Article

In summary, the roles played by police agencies in imple-
menting RJ include: presiding over RJ-related conferences
(such as in Australia, New Zealand, and Canada); transferring
cases to relevant agencies or referring them to RJ conferences
(such as in Australia, New Zealand, the United States, and
Canada); participating in RJ-related conferences (such as in
Australia, New Zealand, the United States, and Canada); and
implementing relevant resolutions of RJ-related conferences
(such as in the United States and New Zealand). These roles
are generally accepted and positively affirmed by the commu-
nities in these countries. In contrast, Taiwan lacks a legal basis
for the police's role in RJ, and there is no clear design for it.

Given the current legal basis in Taiwan, “transferring” or
“referring” the case to relevant agencies may still be feasible.
As for “implementing” the resolutions of RJ conferences, this
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depends on the nature of the conference itself and its resolu-
tions. If it involves public power, transferring implementation
to the police appears indisputable. However, it is particularly
noteworthy that if the design of RJ itself remains a matter of
public power, it becomes difficult to distinguish how it differs
from the formal judicial system or government agencies ded-
icated to resolving conflicts. This clearly defeats the original
purpose of RJ. Conversely, if it involves private power, and
the police implement resolutions formed through private
means, the distinction between the police and hired thugs be-
comes unclear. This blurs the boundary between public and
private interests and is therefore highly inappropriate.

Furthermore, expecting the police to preside over or partic-
ipate in the practice of RJ remains highly problematic. How-
ever, it is puzzling that police officers, in their “public service”
activities, occasionally preside over or participate in media-
tion between parties. Yet, under Article 9 of the Taiwan Police
Act and the Police Power Exercise Act, mediation is not a le-
gally mandated police function. A research report commis-
sioned by the Criminal Investigation Bureau (CIB, Taiwan)
and conducted by criminal justice scholars Hsu et al. (2004)
likewise mentioned that police presiding over or participating
in mediation lacks both legal basis and institutional incentives
[17]. Moreover, such practices may give rise to civil disputes
derived from criminal cases, effectively drawing police offic-
ers into the role of parties to the dispute.

In cases involving serious misconduct or severe infringe-
ment of legal interests, this could also affect the police's will-
ingness to mediate. In addition, mediation often involves con-
flicts of interest. Therefore, police officers, primarily acting as
law enforcement officers, are prone to role confusion and face
criticism [17]. Therefore, the involvement of police in media-
tion is highly controversial, highlighting the difficulties police
face in presiding over or participating in RJ.

Furthermore, Criminal Judgment of the Supreme Court No.
343 of 2020 (Taiwan) states that “mediation” is based on the
principle of private autonomy, resolving disputes non-liti-
giously through mutual consent, concessions by the parties, or
mediation by the court or specific institutions. While both me-
diation and RJ involve parties negotiating and discussing so-
lutions to their cases independently or with the assistance of a
neutral third party, the primary purpose of mediation is to re-
duce litigation, lessen the burden on the courts, allow parties
to reintegrate into society without criminal punishment or re-
habilitation, and spare them the suffering of litigation. Typi-
cally, the dialogue between the parties focuses on “solving the
problem.” Monetary compensation is often the primary focus,
and it should not depend solely on whether a civil settlement
has been reached with the victim (see the Supreme Court's
Judgments No. 4116 and No. 54 of 2013 in Taiwan).

Since mediation prioritizes reducing litigation and ensuring
compensation, it emphasizes expedient resolution, naturally
neglecting the parties' forgiveness and empathy, and failing to
promote reconciliation. In contrast, the ideal of RJ seeks to
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facilitate dialogue between perpetrators and victims at an ap-
propriate time through restorative facilitators, enabling them
to understand each other, restore their “relationships and emo-
tional bonds,” and make the perpetrator aware of the harm
caused, thereby reducing the likelihood of recidivism. Ulti-
mately, it aims to restore the victim's well-being through apol-
ogy, acceptance of responsibility, and compensation.
Therefore, the Supreme Court's judgment (Taiwan) identi-
fies the central distinction between “mediation” and “restora-
tive justice”: the former focuses on “solving problems,” while
the latter tends to “relationship restoration.” Although media-
tion may be an important “process” for promoting RJ, the two
cannot be equated. Moreover, modern criminal procedure pol-
icy has shifted from protecting the rights of defendants to rec-
ognizing the necessity of upholding and restoring victims’ dig-
nity (see the Supreme Court's Judgment No. 343 of 2020 and
the Taichung Branch Court's Judgment No. 246 0f 2020 in Tai-
wan). This further demonstrates that RJ is more complex and
challenging than mediation. The questions and controversies
that arise from mediation, whether the police preside over it
or participate in it, are likely to re-emerge within RJ practices.

5. Research Design

5.1. Research Framework

To examine the suitability of police officers to lead or par-
ticipate in RJ operations, this study conducted an online ques-
tionnaire survey targeting adults aged 18 and above in Taiwan.
The questionnaire was created using Google Forms and ran-
domly distributed across social media platforms in Taipei,
New Taipei City, Taoyuan, and Hsinchu (northern Taiwan). To

ensure that respondents were familiar with the meaning of RJ,
the operation and definition of RJ were explained before the
questionnaire was completed. A standardized questionnaire
was used to gather information from selected respondents,
employing a research method of asking questions to collect
data. In accordance with academic ethics, the survey primarily
used random sampling and voluntary participation.

5.2. Questionnaire Structure

The overall questionnaire structure was based on the de-
pendent variables: “Police officers are suitable to be facilita-
tors of RJ “and “Police officers are suitable to be community
representatives of RJ.” Meanwhile, seven questions related to
police and community recovery were compiled as independ-
ent variables, including: “Do you think the police's profes-
sional competence in RJ is sufficient?,” “Does police partici-
pation in RJ have credibility?,” “Can police participation in
RJ meet the needs of the parties involved?,” “Is police partic-
ipation in RJ efficient?,” “Is there a possibility of failure, mis-
calculation, or misjudgment in police participation in RJ?,”
“After RJ is popularized in the community, is the police's po-
sition in the community important?,” “Will the results of po-
lice participation in RJ vary depending on the socioeconomic
status and cultural differences of the parties involved?”).
These seven questions were intended to assess whether police
are suitable to serve as facilitators of RJ or as community rep-
resentatives of RJ. The causal relationships and relevant fea-
tures among these variables, as illustrated in Figure 1, were
analyzed based on the four response options (8:28) derived
from the two dependent variables and the seven independent
variables.

Police  officers { ‘ \ Police officers

are suitable fo | 7 Questions on | are suitable to

be  facilitators | Independent |~ be community

of R | Variables | representatives
\ J of RJ.

Source: Self-drawn

Figure 1. Research framework.

6. Research Methods

To enhance the reliability and validity of the study, this
questionnaire adopted a four-point Likert scale. A four-point
scale was chosen because if an odd-point scale were used, the
proportion of “no opinion” in the middle option would likely
be greater than that for the affirmative and negative options,
which may obscure respondents' actual attitudes and reduce
interpretive clarity. This choice also supports the appropriate-
ness of the measurement method used in this study.
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Following a pre-test, valid questionnaires were adminis-
tered from September 2023 to February 2025, yielding 2,041
responses. Frequency distribution analysis was used to ana-
lyze the proportion of each item, and the Pearson Correlation
Coefficient was used to compare the coefficients and values
between two continuous variables. A t-test was also conducted
to determine whether each item showed a statistically signifi-
cant association with the dependent variables. Furthermore,
multiple regression analysis was employed to examine
whether the seven independent variables related to attitudes
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towards RJ could simultaneously explain variation in opinions
regarding the suitability of police officers for their respective
roles, thereby providing an integrated assessment of the re-
search findings.

7. Research Findings

This paper examines 2,041 valid questionnaires using fre-
quency distributions, Pearson correlation coefficients, t-tests,
and multiple regression analysis. The empirical findings are
summarized below.

7.1. Frequency Distribution

This questionnaire consists of nine questions. In the 2,041
valid questionnaires, regarding the question “Police officers
are suitable to be facilitators of RJ” (Question A), the highest
percentage of respondents (63%) agreed, followed by 27%
strongly agreed, 9% disagreed, and 1% strongly disagreed.
This demonstrates strong support for police officers as facili-
tators of RJ. For the item “Police officers are suitable to be
community representatives of RJ” (Question B), 56% agreed,
23% disagreed, 17% strongly agreed, and 4% strongly disa-
greed, likewise indicating considerable support for this role.

Furthermore, with respect to perceived professional compe-

tence, “Is the police's professional competence in RJ suffi-
cient?” (Question C), 58% agreed, while 31% strongly agreed.
Regarding the question “Does police participation in RJ have
credibility?” (Question D), 55% agreed, while 29% strongly
agreed. For the item “Can police participation in RJ meet the
needs of the parties involved?” (Question E), 58% agreed,
while 21% disagreed. For the question “Is police participation
in RJ efficient?” (Question F), the highest percentage of re-
spondents (54%) agreed, followed by (24%) disagreed. With
respect to the question “Is there a possibility of failure, mis-
calculation, or misjudgment in police participation in RJ?”
(Question G), 57% agreed, while 33% strongly agreed. For the
question “After RJ is popularized in the community, is the po-
lice's position in the community important?”” (Question H), 45%
agreed, while 35% disagreed. Finally, for the item “Will the
results of police participation in RJ vary depending on the so-
cioeconomic status and cultural differences of the parties in-
volved?” (Question I), 59% agreed, and 31% strongly agreed.
Taken together, the nine items indicate that the majority of
opinions regarding police involvement in RJ are generally
positive. However, most respondents also believe that police
participation may fail, lead to miscalculation, or result in mis-
judgment, and that outcomes may vary based on the socioec-
onomic status and cultural background of the parties involved.
The data distribution of the remaining related items is summa-
rized in Table 1.

Table 1. Perceptions of Police Involvement in Restorative Justice.

Topic Options A B C D
Strongly agree 27% 17% 31% 29%
Agree 63% 56% 58% 55%
Disagree 9% 23% 9% 15%
Strongly disagree 1% 4% 2% 2%

Source: Self-drawn

7.2. Pearson Correlation Coefficient

7.2.1. Question C: “Is the Police's Professional
Competence in RJ Sufficient”

As shown in Table 2, the correlation coefficients between
Question C and Questions A and B are significant (» = .51

E F G H I
19% 17% 33% 14% 31%
58% 54% 57% 45% 59%
21% 24% 7% 35% 9%
1% 6% 3% 7% 1%

and .37) and are positive, indicating that the more one agrees
with Question C, the more one also agrees with questions A
and B. As shown in Table 2, the t-test of the difference be-
tween the two correlation coefficients is statistically signifi-
cant (#2035 = 6.01, p <.05), indicating that the correlation be-
tween A and C is significantly higher than that between B and
C.

Table 2. Question C vs. Police as suitable actors in RJ.

Question A (a)

Question C ST*
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Question B (b) Difference (a-b) t-value

37 .14 6.01%
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Question A (a)

N=2041; *p <.05

Source: Self-drawn

7.2.2. Question D: “Does Police Participation in RJ
Have Credibility”
Table 3 shows that the correlation coefficients between

Question D and Questions A and B are significant (» = .44
and .30) and positive. This indicates that respondents who

Question B (b) Difference (a-b) t-value

agree more with question D are also more likely to agree with
Questions A and B. Table 3 further shows that the difference
between the two correlation coefficients is statistically signif-
icant (22038 = 6.18, p <.05), indicating that the correlation be-
tween the degree of agreement of Question A and Question D
is significantly higher than that between the degree of agree-
ment with Question B and Question D.

Table 3. Question D vs. Police as suitable actors in RJ.

Question A (a)

Question D A44*

N=2041; *p <.05

Source: Self-drawn

7.2.3. Question E: “Can Police Participation in RJ
Meet the Needs of the Parties Involved”
Table 4 shows that Question E is significantly correlated

with both Question A and Question B (» =.43 and .12, respec-
tively), with positive correlation coefficients, indicating that

Question B (b) Difference (a-b)  t-value

.30% 15 6.18*

respondents who agree more strongly with Question E are also
more likely to agree with Question A and Question B. The t-
test results for the difference between the two correlation co-
efficients are statistically significant (#2035 = 12.69, p <.05),
indicating that the correlation between agreeing with Question
A and Question E is significantly higher than that between
agreeing with Question B and Question E.

Table 4. Question E vs. Police as suitable actors in RJ.

Question A (a)

Question E 43*

N =2041; *p <.05

Source: Self-drawn

7.2.4. Question F: “Is Police Participation in RJ
Efficient”
As shown in Table 5, the correlation coefficients between

Question F and both Question A and Question B are statisti-
cally significant (r =.19,.45), and the coefficients are positive.
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Question B (b) Difference (a-b) t-value

2% 31 12.69*

The t-test further indicates that the difference between the two
correlation coefficients is statistically significant (#2035 = -
11.12, p <.05); however, a negative t-value indicates that the
correlation between Question B and Question F is signifi-
cantly higher than that between Question A and Question F.
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Table 5. Question F vs. Police as suitable actors in RJ.

Question A (a)

Question F 19%

N=2041; * <.05

Source: Self-drawn

7.2.5. Question G: “Is There a Possibility of Failure,
Miscalculation, or Misjudgment in Police
Participation in RJ”

As shown in Table 6, the correlation coefficients between

Question B (b) Difference (a-b) t-value

A5% =27 -11.12*

Question G and Questions A and B are statistically significant
(r=.49 and .21), and all are positive. The t-test results for the
difference between the two correlation coefficients are statis-
tically significant (#2035 = 12.13, p <.05), indicating that the
correlation between Question A and Question G is signifi-
cantly higher than that between Question B and Question G.

Table 6. Question G vs. Police as suitable actors in RJ.

Question A (a)

Question G 49%*

N=2041; *p <.05

Source: Self-drawn.

7.2.6. Question H: “After RJ Is Popularized in the
Community, Is the Police's Position in the
Community Important”

As shown in Table 7, the correlation coefficients between

the participants' agreement with this item and their agreement
with questions A and B were both statistically significant (r

Question B (b) Difference (a-b) t-value

21% .29 12.13*

=.21 and .40), and the correlation coefficients were positive,
indicating that those who agreed more with this item were also
more likely to agree with questions A and B, respectively. The
t-test results for the difference between these two correlation
coefficients were statistically significant (#2035 = -7.88, p
<.05). However, the negative t-value indicates that those who
agreed more with this item were more likely to agree with
question B.

Table 7. Question H vs. Police as suitable actors in RJ.

Question A (a)

Question H 21%*

N=2041; *p <.05

Source: Self-drawn

7.2.7. Question I: “Socioeconomic and Cultural
Variations in the Outcomes of Police
Participation in RJ”

Question I: “Will the Results of Police Participation in RJ

Vary Depending on the Socioeconomic Status and Cultural

Differences of the Parties Involved ? ”As shown in Table 8,
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Question B (b) Difference (a-b) t-value

A40% -.19 -7.88%

the correlation coefficients between the degree of agreement
for this item and the degree of agreement for both Question A
and Question B were statistically significant (r =.49 and .40),
and both coefficients were positive. The t-test results for the
difference between the two correlation coefficients are statis-
tically significant (t(2038) = 4.06, p <.05), indicating that re-
spondents who agree more with this item are more likely to


http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ijls

International Journal of Law and Society http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ijls

agree with Question A than with Question B.

Table 8. Question I vs. Police as suitable actors in RJ.

Question A (a) Question B (b) Difference (a-b) t-value
Question | 49% 40* .09 4.06*
N=2041; *» <.05
Source: Self-drawn.
Based on the above analysis, Table 9 summarizes the corre- questions with a high degree of correlation with Question A

lation between the police role suitability (RJ facilitator or are Questions C, D, E, G, and I. Second, the items with a high
community representative) and the seven questions. First, the degree of correlation with Question B are Questions F and H.

Table 9. Summary of the differences in the suitability of police officers for restorative justice roles and their relevance to various questions.

Question C
Question D

Questions that are highly relevant to Question A Question E

Question G
Question I

Question F

Questions that are highly relevant to Question B .
Question H

Source: Self-drawn

7.3. Multiple Regression Analysis

Multiple regression analysis was used to examine the attitudes reflected in the seven RJ-related items and to assess the extent
to which the police are perceived as suitable for their roles as RJ facilitators or community representatives.

7.3.1. Multiple Regression Analysis of Police Officers' Suitability to Become RJ Facilitators

Table 10. Multiple Regression Analysis of RJ Attitude Questions Regarding Police Suitability as RJ Facilitators.

Unstandardized coefficient Standard error Standardized coefficient t-value

(constant) 0.73 0.07

Question C 0.17 0.04 0.18
Question D 0.12 0.02 0.14
Question E 0.16 0.02 0.18
Question F 0.00 0.02 -0.01
Question G 0.18 0.02 0.21
Question H 0.10 0.02 0.13
Question | 0.07 0.04 0.08
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Unstandardized coefficient Standard error Standardized coefficient t-value

*p <.05; Overall model F(7,2031) = 190.71, R? =.40

Source: Self-drawn

As shown in Table 10, this regression model reached statis- seven independent variables collectively explain 40% of the
tical significance (F7203 = 190.71, p <.05). When standard-  variance in perceptions of police officers’ suitability as RJ fa-
ized coefficients are applied, the dependent variable equals 0 cilitators (R’ =.40). Among these variables, six items, Ques-
when all independent variables are at their mean values, indi- tions C, D, E, G, H, and I, exhibited statistically significant

cating that the regression model is statistically significant. The effects.

7.3.2. Multiple Regression Analysis on the Suitability of Police Officers as Community Representatives in
Restorative Justice

Table 11. Multiple Regression Analysis of Attitudes Towards RJ on the Suitability of Police Officers as Community Representatives for RJ.

Unstandardized coefficient Standard error Standardized coefficient t-value
(constant) 0.51 0.09 5.62%*
Question C 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.03
Question D 0.08 0.03 0.08 3.35%
Question E -0.03 0.02 -0.02 -1.09
Question F 0.25 0.02 0.27 10.77*
Question G 0.04 0.03 0.04 1.48
Question H 0.16 0.02 0.17 7.08%*
Question I 0.29 0.05 0.25 6.21%*

*p <.05; Overall model F7,2031) = 135.04, R’ =.32

Source: Self-drawn

As shown in Table 11, this regression model also reached to preside over RJ procedures.
statistical significance (F7.2031) = 135.04, p <.05). When using
the raw, unstandardized coefficients, the dependent variable . .
equals the constant term when all independent variables are 0. 8. Suggestlons and Conclusions
When using standardized coefficients, the dependent variable
equals 0 when all independent variables are at their mean val- 8.1. Suggestions
ues, indicating that the regression model is statistically valid.

The seven questions collectively explain 32% of the variance 8.1.1. Integrating Mediation into RJ, Starting with

in police officers’ suitability for RJ (R’ =.32). Four items, RP
Questions D, F, H, and I, demonstrated statistically significant o
effects. Criminal Judgment of the Supreme Court No. 343 of 2020

(Taiwan) distinguishes mediation from RJ. The former ad-
dresses ‘“concrete” problem-solving, while the latter aims at
“abstract” relationship restoration. This often leads to the pub-
lic's inability to objectively differentiate between the two.
Even when cases appear resolved through mediation or recon-
ciliation, neither party is truly satisfied, let alone the restora-
tion of community harmony (Judgment No. 61 of 2019,
Kaohsiung Branch, Taiwan High Court).

Based on the regression analysis presented above, it is evi-
dent that among the seven items, the degree of association
with “Police officers are suitable to be facilitators of RJ”
(Question A) is greater than that with “Police officers are suit-
able to be community representatives of RJ” (Question B).
Therefore, objective quantitative analysis indicates that police
officers are better suited to serve as facilitators of RJ, that is,
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According to judicial practice in Taiwan, regardless of
whether mediation or RJ has been applied, the determination
of the sentence is a matter in which the courts are entitled to
exercise discretion under substantive law. Even if mediation
or RJ has been practiced, it does not prevent the changes in
sentencing factors (Supreme Court Judgment No. 4339 of
2014 in Taiwan), nor is it intended to promote the sentencing
interests of the defendant (Supreme Court Judgment No. 266
0f 2012 in Taiwan). In other words, the practice of RJ does not
absolve the defendant of responsibility.

The high degree of similarity between mediation and RJ
may hinder the development of localized RJ. From the per-
spective of RJ, the problem-solving achieved through media-
tion constitutes only “one” part of the broader restoration pro-
cess. The restoration process also “incidentally” achieves the
goals that mediation can accomplish. This raises questions re-
garding the independent function and continued significance
of mediation within the criminal justice system.

This study suggests that mediation should be integrated into
RJ, starting with RP. Leveraging the police's advantageous po-
sition in the community, it is crucial to enhance public aware-
ness of RJ procedures and facilitate the practical implementa-
tion of restorative processes, avoiding misunderstandings and
confusion within the community and preventing what Durk-
heim described as “anomie,” which leads to disorder due to a
lack of clear norms.

8.1.2. Constructing a Two-stage RJ Model, Starting
with and Continuing RP

Problem-solving constitutes an essential part of the healing
process and also serves as a prerequisite. Once concrete prob-
lems are resolved, the restoration of emotions/relationships
should continue over time, especially in terms of community
and society recovery, which may not follow a fixed timetable.
Therefore, given the potential for RP in Taiwan, this study pro-
poses a “two-stage RJ model.” The first stage prioritizes prob-
lem-solving, while the second stage focuses on restoration,
particularly for community/society recovery. This model be-
gins with RP in the first stage, employing police-led restora-
tion procedures to facilitate timely resolution, ensuring perpe-
trators are held accountable for their actions and victims re-
ceive prompt compensation and have their needs met. After
the first phase of conflict resolution is completed, it becomes
even more important to complete the second phase of commu-
nity recovery through RP, so that the community accepts the
restorative process and society recognizes the results. Only af-
ter a win-win situation for both parties has been achieved can
there be long-term follow-up and evaluation of the third win—
the community. This represents the actual contribution of RP
to RJ. However, this outcome is also closely linked to the prin-
ciple that RP must maintain good interaction and deep engage-
ment with the community and establish a mechanism of mu-
tual trust. Only in this way can a real practice of localized RJ
be formed.
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8.1.3. Empowering Police to Practice Restorative
Policing and Providing a Comprehensive
Legal Basis

Empowerment is an indispensable element in promoting RP.
RP has emerged as an international trend in recent years, par-
ticularly emphasizing the provision of greater discretion to po-
lice officers [40]. Under current Taiwanese law, police officers
are classified into several categories: First-level judicial “po-
lice officers” (Article 2 of the Judicial Police Dispatching Act
and Article 229 of the Code of Criminal Procedure) are au-
thorized to “assist” prosecutors in performing their duties and
investigating crimes. Second-level judicial “police officers”
(Article 3 of the Judicial Police Dispatching Act and Article
230 of the Code of Criminal Procedure) are “subject to the
command” of prosecutors in performing their duties and in-
vestigating crimes. Finally, judicial “police” (Article 4 of the
Judicial Police Dispatching Act and Article 231 of the Code of
Criminal Procedure) are “subject to the orders” of prosecutors
and judicial “police officers” in performing their duties and
investigating crimes. Therefore, it is evident from Taiwanese
law that the powers of first-level and second-level judicial
“police officers” and judicial “police” differ, and the powers
they are granted should also differ in degree or scope to avoid
losing legal protection due to a lack of authority.

While Taiwanese police do not possess the same authority
as Japanese police to handle minor criminal cases through
prosecutors, this renders them more susceptible to criticism
over potential punishments or accusations of favoritism [20,
38].

Despite these constraints, RP represents an important path-
way for modern policing reform. Its core objective lies in
moving beyond a traditional authoritarian law enforcement
framework and incorporating restorative principles of crimi-
nal justice into police practice. This transformation involves a
change in the nature of public power, necessitating a redefini-
tion of the police's role in crime prevention. Perhaps Taiwan's
Police Power Exercise Act or Code of Criminal Procedure
could include provisions authorizing restorative treatment,
thereby reducing systemic practical obstacles arising from
case-by-case discretion.

From the perspective of legal sociology, the demand for the
legalization of RP may stem from three sources of tension: (i)
a value conflict between traditional punitive thinking and the
philosophy of relationship restoration; (ii) a structural contra-
diction between the participatory demands of community po-
licing and the monopolistic nature of public authority; and (iii)
a normative gap between flexible law enforcement measures
and the principle of legal certainty. In response, this study pro-
poses the establishment of a police officer’s “duty to facilitate
restoration” within Taiwan’s police law framework.

Through a gradual and phased authorization structure, re-
form could begin with differentiated regulatory tracks, namely
one governing community mediation procedures for minor of-
fenses, and another providing judicial referral mechanisms for
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serious crimes, while simultaneously instituting a bidirec-
tional oversight mechanism to prevent abuses of power. In the
medium term, police officers could be institutionally designed
to participate in restorative processes as community represent-
atives, enabling them to gain familiarity with restorative pro-
cedures and practices. In the long term, police officers may
assume the role of restorative facilitators, with legal authori-
zation conferring both a formal legal basis and legal effects.
Such an institutional design not only preserves the principles
of the rule of law but also creates a more flexible space for
crime governance within police institutions, constituting an
important practical manifestation of restorative justice at the
front end of the criminal justice system.

8.1.4. Strengthening Police-community Relations to
Lay the Foundation for RP and RJ Practices

The relationship between the police and the community is
gradually shifting from confrontation toward co-creation, po-
sitioning RP as a practical pathway for rebuilding trust be-
tween the police and the public. Tensions between traditional
authoritarian law enforcement and rising public awareness of
rights have become increasingly evident. At its core, RP seeks
to move beyond the binary opposition of “law enforcer vs
managed population” by fostering mutual trust through dia-
logical governance.

The Ministry of the Interior in Taiwan previously promoted
a community safety implementation plan that emphasized a
jointly constructed safety network involving both police offic-
ers and the community. Through two-way communication,
this approach can effectively transform the nature of police-
community relations. In practice, police agencies may need to
design and implement a multi-dimensional transformation
framework.

First, this study proposes that police agencies could pro-
mote “empathy-based duty training,” using scenario simula-
tions or Al tools such as AR (Augmented Reality)/VR (Virtual
Reality) to cultivate officers' ability to identify diverse com-
munity needs, thereby making RP a component of future Al-
driven policing trends. Second, this study further suggests
building a “police-community collaboration platform” that in-
corporates citizen participation mechanisms to enable com-
munity members to jointly shape community-level restorative
consensus. The third dimension involves developing a police-
led community restoration mechanism, creating dialogue
spaces for minor offenses, or designing modified restoration
models such as “direct referral” or “empowered referral”
based on the degree of intent or negligence, which could also
contribute to the allocation of social resources. This transfor-
mation of the policing model requires institutional support,
government resources, legal authorization, and the design of a
third-party oversight mechanism to safeguard procedural jus-
tice. Fundamentally, the reconstruction of police—community
relations constitutes a reconstruction of social trust. When the
police role shifts from that of order managers to collaborators
in resolving community conflicts, and when communities shift
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from passive recipients of protection to active participants,
this partnership can activate social capital and contribute to
broader ESG objectives. However, only when law enforce-
ment officers lower their stance and engage in dialogue will
the public become willing to open themselves to communica-
tion and participation. As Hsu, an advocate of RJ in Taiwan
[16], stated when discussing the future path of RJ: “We must
allow ourselves to transcend the limits of the existing criminal
justice framework and move towards infinite possibilities;
systemic reconstruction is perhaps inevitable.” [15] Therefore,
beginning with RP represents an effective pathway for ena-
bling localized RJ to take root and flourish within communi-
ties.

8.2. Conclusions

Both the literature review and the empirical findings indi-
cate that police officers can participate in RJ procedures and
have the potential to contribute to the development of RP. Fur-
thermore, international experience indicates that police offic-
ers can also serve as community representatives and partici-
pants, and in some contexts, as facilitators who chair RJ meet-
ings. However, in Taiwan, police lack even the legal authority
to refer cases to RJ. Nevertheless, a survey conducted in north-
ern Taiwan found that the community had a positive expecta-
tion of police involvement in RJ, with an average satisfaction
rate of 56%. Furthermore, the items most strongly correlated
with “Police officers are suitable to be facilitators of restora-
tive justice” (Question A) (5 items corresponding to Questions
C, D, E, G, and I) showed a higher degree of association than
“Police officers are suitable to be community representatives
of restorative justice” (Question B) (2 items). This study,
through multiple regression analysis, concludes that police of-
ficers are more suitable facilitators of RJ. However, concerns
remain about the possibility of failure, misjudgment, or unfair
treatment when police participate in RJ procedures. Further-
more, this study recognizes the value of RP within the com-
munity, given that it is based on community policing. Cur-
rently, the community element of RJ is still in a state of “miss-
ing one out of three.” The public cannot distinguish between
RJ and mediation, and the persistent misconception that
equates the two continues to hinder the realization of “com-
munity restoration.” This leads to situations in which, alt-
hough problems or conflicts are ultimately resolved, resent-
ment remains high, and society fails to return to a harmonious
state before the problems or conflicts occurred. As a result, RJ
becomes shrouded in distrust, questioning, and even rejection,
which constitutes one of the reasons why RJ has not developed
effectively in Taiwan. The perceived effectiveness of RJ ob-
scures the substantive goal of achieving “justice” and fails to
highlight the true meaning of “restoring the original state,”
which is regrettable. Therefore, it may be possible to initiate
gradual reform by leveraging the opportunities presented by
RP.
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