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ACCESS, CAPACITY AWARENESS

Restorative Justice APPG Inquiry into
Restorative Practices in 2021/2022

Images source: https://rjappg.co.uk/

1. Registration of
commissioned
services

2. Standardise the
sharing of information

3. Improving quality
through effective
monitoring and
evaluation

4. Publication of a
new Action Plan

5. Reviewing ring-
fenced funding for RJ
practices

ﬁ All Party Parliamentary Group on
appg | Restorative Justice

6. Explore automatic

rights for victims
through the Victim's
Law

7. End to blanket bans

8. More and better
communications.

9. Government
Minister with specific
responsibility for RJ
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Phase 2: workstreams Beyond the workstreams
I Raising practitioner standards within the a) PhD researchers commissioned to explore
criminal justice sector key areas identified by the initial inquiry and
. Opening up universal access to restorative subsequent workstreams
justice in the criminal justice sector b) Academic analysis of enquiry and
iii.  Implementing restorative practices in workstream reports
education, health and social care (Marder et al., 2023)
iv.  The commissioning, collection, and c) Victims & Prisoners Act 2024.
dissemination of evidence-based research  d)  Parliament prorogued for UK General
& the benefits of a national reporting election (June 2014) - APPG-RJ reformed
framework (Fisk, 2023;
Hobson, Fisk, Hook, & Jaffe, 2023)
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LITERATURE REVIEW

Multiple RJ definitions, each depend on culture and legal frameworks that
confer institutional legitimacy (Paul & Borton, 2017; Boyes-\Watson, 2018):

 Process definitions:

‘A process whereby parties with a stake in a specific offence
collectively resolve how to deal with the aftermath of an offence and
its implications for the future’ (Marshall, 1999).

« Qutcome definitions:

“Every action that is primarily oriented toward doing justice by

repairing the harm that has been caused by crime*“ (Bazemore and
Walgrave, 1999).
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communities of care
reconciliation

victim
reparation

victim support
circles

Processes that involve:

« Offender
(Person who caused harm) RESTORATIVE
(Person harmed) peace . famiy group _vietimless
victim circies conmierencing caonferences
* Sta ke h O I d e rs_ ) restitution community positive
(PerSOn with interest in the harm) victim-offender conferencing discipline

mediation therapeutic

communities

Image source: McCold & Wachtel (2003)
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LITERATURE REVIEW

RJ used globally, variety of methods, varied theoretical underpinning:

* Neutralisation (Sykes and Matza, 1957); Reintegrative Shaming
(Braithwaite, 1989); Labelling (Becker, 2003); Procedural Justice
(Tyler, 2003); Interaction Ritual (Collins, 2004)

« Service evaluations (process; outcomes; impact) and randomized
control trials have produced evidence of success
(Shapland et al., 2011; Strang et al., 2013):

» Satisfaction rates; recidivism; cost effectiveness; importance of
apology,; PTSD reduction

* Success in RJ is subjective (O'Mahoney & Doak, 2017)
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LITERATURE REVIEW

« But who defines ‘success’? -- Those with power

* Disagreement about the extent to which RJ should embed in statutory
or traditional systems: Purism / Maximalism definitions (IVicCold, 2000)

« To what extent should RJ professionalise, standardise, and become
part of the CJS? Institutionalisation is a big issue in academia.
(Aertson, Dam, Roberts, 2013; Maglione, Marder & Pali, 2024)

« Should RJ services be evaluated on their own merits, not judged by
the dominant CJS and forces of capitalism, which RJ was ‘designed to
resist?’ (Llewellyn et al., 2013; Olson & Sarver, 2021).
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LITERATURE REVIEW

UK RJ uses marketized services, shaped by decades of social and
political paradigm shifts, including New Public Management
(Case, 2021; Marder et al., 2023).

Services record and monitor data for many reasons, but data collected
IS inconsistent between services in terms of format, terminology,
timescales, and measures (Shapland, 2022; Fisk, 2023).

Is there a disconnect between theory, evidence, academia, and
practice?
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METHODOLOGY

Qualitive (Interpretive and social constructivist) multi-method
Survey (n=70); Interviews (n=23)

Purposive sampling approach

nductive thematic analysis

_imitations?

Research questions:

 How is effectiveness, efficiency, and impact interpreted by
professionals undertaking Restorative Justice?

* How are definitions reflected in service recording and monitoring
Restorative
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OECD Definition Participant definitions

Efficiency:

How well are resources being used?

The extent to which the intervention delivers, or is likely to deliver, results in an
economic and timely way.

Effectiveness:

Is intervention achieving its objectives?

The extent to which the intervention achieved, or is expected to achieve, its
objectives and its results, including any differential results across groups.

Impact:

What difference does intervention make?

The extent to which the intervention has generated or is expected to generate
significant positive or negative, intended or unintended, higher-level effects.




INTERVIEW

Adapted from Bronfenbrenner (1979)

Data which feeds into political structures,
MoJ, national crime survey, Victims Code of

Practice. Linked to social norms and trends.

Exo-level:
Data that represents the entire ‘restorative
sector’, across all services, other sectors,

including evaluations and research

Meso-level:
Collected primarily for the service from data
across all cases, staff and service

performance, finances, complaints

Micro-level:
Collected primarily for the service user and

the practitioner on an individual case level




CONCLUSIONS

« Through the lens of data, we can see

« Concept of ‘stakeholders’ in RJ goes further than just those involved in
micro-level processes to repair harm, e.g structural stakeholders

« Success is not a product of a ‘full’ process — services struggle to
evidence transformation and movement that can occur at any stage
before, during, and after a process.

* Success is subjective (O’'Mahoney & Doak, 2017), and many types of
success are not formally evidenced in data processes.

 Different stakeholders value different forms of RJ success, these can
be targeted and leveraged if understood.



CONCLUSIONS

« (Connections to issue of institutionalisation:

« Structural factors via top-down data demands limit extent RJ can
evidence itself.

* Practitioners perceive that quantitative data about service performance
(meso/objective) is valued more than data about personal
transformation of citizens (micro/subjective), because of government /
funding demands (macro/objective).

 Top-down approach, not person-centred or needs led.

« Efficiency generally not valued by practitioners in terms of traditional
‘capitalist’ and ‘market driven’ perspectives.



RECOMMENDATIONS

The RJ sector must push for standardisation of data to better
play the game’ of the dominant CJS and provide quality evidence.

Repeated transformation of process participants (micro/subjective)
must be evidenced at the service and sector (meso & exo) levels to
evidence success to shape government policy and types of measures
valued (macro).

« More ‘restorative’ measures needed — longitudinal and ‘distance
travelled’ have most potential for accuracy

RJ sector (exo) must influence data demands by challenging
commissioning processes to value a broader array of outcome and
evidence types. Greater emphasis on complexity, case studies, push
models such as ‘Human Learning Systems’ in local government.
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NEKT STEPS

 We need a fuller account of success, led by the RJ sector itself,
emphasizing quantitative and qualitative narratives of success:

« National Repository of Restorative Case Studies

e Success can be mapped across a process, that identifies the vast
range of outcomes possible, and the range of socio-ecological
stakeholders invested: a Timeline of Success in Restorative Work.

« Using the ‘chrono’ of socio-ecological approaches to demonstrate
success from the micro through to the macro.
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