Completing the Circle, Breaking the Cycle
Conferencing for Children at Risk
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Introduction

Restorative justice conferencing brings together a person or people who have committed an offence, the victim(s) of the offence, and the supporters of both the victim(s) and offender(s) to discuss the commission and consequences of the offence under the direction of a trained facilitator.  Offender(s), victim(s) and supporters have the opportunity to discuss the offence and its effects on their lives.  Conference participants then develop a consensual plan that addresses both how the offender(s) can make restitution to the victim(s) and how the offender(s) can be supported in carrying out the plan.  When pursued in a developmentally appropriate manner, restorative justice conferencing has great potential in addressing crime and reducing rates of recidivism among children below the age of criminal responsibility. 

The Community Centre  for Community Development and Services, George Brown College is undertaking an innovative youth justice project targeting the hitherto poorly serviced population of at-risk children below the age of criminal responsibility.  The 23-month project aims to develop an evidence-based model of conferencing that practitioners can use as a restorative justice intervention with children under the age of twelve who have committed an offence and are at risk of re-offending.  The project will demonstrate the effectiveness of this model when applied with ten- and eleven-year-old children at risk, who will be referred to the project by Earlscourt Child and Family Centre, the Toronto District School Board, and other school boards and participating community agencies in the Greater Toronto Area.  Additional goals include educating and training practitioners about when and how to use conferencing with children under twelve, and increasing community awareness and understanding of conferencing as a restorative justice intervention.

This is a preliminary report of the Completing the Circle, Breaking the Cycle: Conferencing for Children at Risk project.  The report focuses on child development and at -risk behaviour, restorative justice theory, analysis of existing restorative justice evaluation tools, and concludes with recommendations for evaluating the project.  The goal of this report is to examine some of the issues relevant to restorative justice conferencing among children under twelve and use the insights gained from this exploration to develop an appropriate evaluation framework. 

Child Development and At Risk Behaviour

Restorative justice conferencing for children under the age of twelve needs to take a number of factors related to child development and at risk behaviour into consideration if it is to be developmentally appropriate and thereby achieve maximum results.  This report examines the development of social cognition in children, focussing primarily on the degree to which children have the ability to simultaneously understand both their own and another’s perspective.  The role of social cognition in learning new behaviour will also be considered.  The report also explores the moral development of children under twelve, examining how and where children learn antisocial behaviour and how children understand concepts such as right and wrong.  Another important topic that is discussed in the following pages is the developmental pathway of at risk behaviour among children.  The characteristics of early-onset violence, as well as the risk factors for violence among children are explored in detail.

Social Cognition

Social cognition, which has been defined by David Shaffer (1985) as “the ability to understand the thoughts, feelings, motives and intentions of oneself and other people,” (p. 477) is critical to successful participation in restorative justice conferencing.  Without some level of social cognition, a child would be unable to understand either the reasons why an offence was committed or how the offence affected other people.  Role taking is an important part of social cognition.  Shaffer (1985) describes role taking as “the ability to assume another person’s perspective and understand his or her thoughts and feelings” (p. 479).

Psychologist Robert Selman, whose theory of role taking and social cognition is widely known, believes that children pass through a series of role taking stages (Shaffer, 1985).  Children from three to six are in the Egocentric stage wherein they are completely unaware of any perspectives other than their own.  As they get older children progress to the Social-informational phase.  At this stage, children begin to recognise other perspectives, but they cannot predict how others will respond to a given situation and think that differing perspectives are the result of people having received different information.  This phase lasts from ages six to eight.  Children aged eight to ten have reached the level of Self-reflective role taking.  Children in this age group are beginning to develop role-taking skills.  They are both able to recognise different perspectives and predict the reactions of others, but they cannot yet consider their own perspective and that of another at the same time.  The Mutual role taking stage occurs between the ages of ten and twelve.  Children learn how to simultaneously consider their own and another’s perspective and imagine the perspective of a neutral third party.  The final stage of role taking takes place after the age of twelve.  During adolescence, children enter the Social and Conventional System role taking phase, in which they develop the ability to understand the perspective of another by comparing it to a “generalised other” (Shaffer, 1985, p. 480).

The ten- and eleven-year-olds that will be taking part in the Completing the Circle, Breaking the Cycle project will be at various stages of role taking ability.  Some will be making the transition from the Self-reflective stage to the Mutual stage, others will be in the Mutual stage, and some will be entering into the Social and Conventional System stage.  All children will therefore be developmentally capable of considering the perspectives of others at the conference.  Recognition of others’ point of view is one of the goals of restorative justice conferencing because it is a necessary prerequisite to the building of healthy and supportive communities.  Children need to consider the effects of their actions on others if they are to truly take responsibility for restoring the balance upset by their offences, and thereby returning to the community.

Social cognition is also an important aspect of the ability to learn.  Lev Vygotsky believes that “cognitive development results from a dialectical process whereby a child learns through problem-solving experiences shared with someone else, usually a parent or teacher but sometimes a sibling or peer” (funderstanding, 2001, p. 1).  Children learn through internalising the directions of their teachers.  Eventually they are able to direct themselves.  The difference between what a child can do on his or her own and what a child can do with help is referred to by Vygotskians as the “proximal zone of development” (funderstanding, 2001).  A Vygotskian learning model requires that adults constantly adjust the degree of help to the child’s performance in order to maximise a child’s development, a process called “scaffolding” (funderstanding, 2001).

Ideally, the restorative justice conferencing process exploits the proximal zone of development by not only requiring children who have committed an offence to make amends, but providing them with the support they need in order to do so.  Children are able to learn about the consequences of their offence and develop as individuals because the level of support determined upon in the conference is based on the child’s perceived needs and likely performance of the restorative tasks they are assigned.

Moral Development

The Completing the Circle, Breaking the Cycle project also takes into account the moral development of children below the age of criminal responsibility. Albert Bandura has done considerable work on observational learning, or modelling and aggressive behaviour in children.  According to Bandura, children learn to by observing others.  Four things are required in order for learning to take place: attention, retention, reproduction and motivation (Boeree, 1998).  In other words, a child has to be paying attention to the behaviour to be learned, must be able to remember the behaviour, must be able to reproduce the behaviour and must be motivated by either reinforcement or punishment to imitate the behaviour.  Bandura’s research indicates that motivation is a critical stages in the process, and he notes that punishment is never as effective a motivating force as reinforcement (Boeree, 1998).  Bandura feels that children most commonly model their aggressive behaviour on their parents but that environmental factors (such as television) can also be influential (Isom, 1998).  Moreover, Bandura holds that problems with aggression need to be diagnosed and treated in childhood (Isom, 1998).

Bandura’s work with aggression in children is extremely relevant to restorative justice conferencing.  The Completing the Circle, Breaking the Cycle project is targetted at a younger population than has previously been dealt with by the youth justice system in Canada and will address problems of aggression and offending behaviour in children even before they reach adolescence.  Restorative justice conferencing is also by nature more supportive and less punitive than the typical retributive justice model that children are exposed to once they turn twelve.  Children’s efforts to recompense the victims of their offences are reinforced by the support they receive in undertaking conference plans; motivating them to learn new patterns of behaviour.

Lawrence Kohlberg’s work on moral development suggests that children pass through a number of stages of moral development (Kohlberg, 1971).  At the Preconventional Level, children begin with Egocentric Judgement, where ideas about right and wrong are based on what the child likes and wants.  From here, children move to the Punishment Obedience Orientation, where children’s thinking about right and wrong is informed by the physical consequences, or punishment that follows from certain actions.  A child in the Instrumental Relativist Orientation makes judgements about right and wrong based on satisfaction of their own needs, and occasionally the needs of others.  At this stage, children begin to develop a rudimentary grasp of the concept of reciprocity.

The next level of moral development is the Conventional Level.  The first phase of the Conventional Level is the Interpersonal Concordance Orientation, in which children learn to conform to stereotypes of good and bad behaviour and consider the intention behind the actions of themselves and others.  According to Kohlberg (1971), the Law and Order Orientation is the last level of moral development attained by most people.  Once they reach this level, children learn the importance of maintaining the social order for its own sake.  Kohlberg (1971) claims that most people failed to reach the Post-Conventional level of moral reasoning, which is divided into the Social Contract Orientation and the Universal Ethics Orientation.

Summary

Children involved with the Completing the Circle, Breaking the Cycle project will be at various stages of moral development, however most will have reached the Conventional Level.  The advantage of restorative justice conferencing is that it exposes children to higher levels of moral development than they have yet achieved in a safe and well-supported environment, allowing them to internalise more advanced principles of moral reasoning.

Violent Behaviour

Violence is an important manifestation of at risk behaviour in children below the age of criminal responsibility.  According to the 2001 Surgeon General’s report on youth violence (U. S. Department of Health and Human Services), violent youth follow two developmental trajectories: early onset violence and late onset violence.  Those who demonstrate early onset violence exhibit violent tendencies before the age of puberty, whereas those who follow the path of late onset violence do not become violent until adolescence.

The Completing the Circle, Breaking the Cycle project will be targeting those whose at risk behaviour falls into the early onset category.  The Surgeon General’s report identifies a number of characteristics of early onset violence (U. S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2001).  Children whose development follows this trajectory often show a tendency toward steadily escalating violence.  Children in this group also have higher rates of offending that those who exhibit late onset violence, and there is a greater chance that their violent behaviour will continue into adulthood.  Moreover, the offences committed by those whose violent behaviour begins before puberty are often far graver.  Therefore, while most youths who are violent are late onset offenders, “the youths who commit most of the violent acts, and who continue their violent behaviour beyond adolescence begin during childhood” (U. S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2001, p. 41).

The majority of serious violent crime is committed by a minority of seriously violent offenders referred to as chronic offenders.  The Surgeon General’s report (2001) indicates that early onset offenders are more likely to become chronic offenders than late onset offenders are.  Unfortunately, offenders rarely come into contact with the youth justice system prior to adolescence because they are below the age of criminal responsibility.  The fact that very few initiatives target children under twelve who can be identified as at risk of becoming chronic offenders, means that most youth justice interventions happen too late in a child’s developmental pathway to prevent escalation to serious crime (U. S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2001).

Risk Factors

Identifying those children at risk for early onset and chronic patterns of deviance requires an ecological approach.  Individual risk factors identified in the American Surgeon General’s report include behavioural issues such as involvement in non-violent offences, dishonesty, substance use, aggression, poor school performance or attitude towards school, and ADHD.   Other more stable individual risk factors include being male, prenatal and postnatal complications such as low birth weight, oxygen deprivation, exposure to lead, alcohol, or drugs.   

Family situation can also be predictive of violence.  In particular, children from families with low socioeconomic status and high numbers of children are “at risk.”
   Negative family dynamics, including anti-social parents, poor parent/child relationships, "harsh, lax or inconsistent discipline," high stress, marital discord,  abuse, or neglect are also predictors of higher risk.  

Among these, the factors identified as having the strongest impact on violence are a history of other offences and substance use.  Moderately important risk factors are being male, aggressive behaviour, low socioeconomic status, and anti-social parents.  

Protective Factors

Although the Surgeon General points out that research on protective factors is much less common, the report does identify intolerance of deviance, high IQ, associating with peers who disapprove of violence, and positive social orientation as individual-level factors that increase resilience.  Attachment to parents (where the relationship is healthy), or another supportive loving adult role model is also protective.  

Summary

In order to be effective at altering the trajectory of early-onset violent behaviour, an intervention must consider the interconnections between individual, family, and community-level factors.   Behavioural changes are inextricably linked to changes in family and school systems.  

Because Restorative Justice Conferencing works to find solutions within the same social networks that led to the deviant behaviour, it has the potential to address risk factors at multiple levels in a holistic way.  Because it is the important individuals in the young person’s life who develop the plan and support its implementation, conferencing mobilizes the available protective factors. 

Restorative Justice Theory

Principles of Restorative Justice

Margaret Shaw and Frederick Jane (1999) have laid out the foundational principles of restorative justice.  They describe it as an approach which:

· Heals relationships by bringing together those involved to work out a solution to repair damage and bring about reconciliation

· Meets the needs of victims and others affected by crime for voice and for closure

· Prevents reoffending by developing solutions that engage key stakeholders actively – reintegrative solutions.

· Offenders have the opportunity to take active responsibility for their actions

· Solutions build capacity in the community to deal with effects of crime and crime prevention

· Solutions avoid more expensive legal procedures

The advantages of this approach include the fact that it deals with crime in the same community context in which it occurred.  It is capable of flexible and responsive solutions that are more meaningful to those involved.   It is less costly than retributive justice, because court costs and correctional costs are avoided.  It is also, in many cases, faster than traditional approaches (Margaret Shaw and Frederick Jane, 1999).

The theoretical underpinnings of restorative justice are complex and wide-ranging.  This report examines some of the theories that have informed the restorative justice movement.  One of the core theories behind restorative justice conferencing is the psychological concept of empathy.  Offenders need to empathise with victims if they are to take responsibility for their actions, and victims and supporters need to have empathy for the offender if they are to separate the offending individual from his or her crime and arrive at an appropriate solution.  The concept of reintegrative shaming is another pillar in the theoretical framework of restorative justice conferencing.  This theory holds that offenders need to be held accountable for their actions in a way that allows them to maintain their dignity, ultimately bringing them back into the community.  Finally, restorative justice conferencing builds on the idea that individuals who take responsibility for their actions experience a sense of greater control over their lives, which allows them to develop the resiliency to better cope with stressful events in their lives.

Theoretical Foundations

Affect Theory

Silvan Tomkins’ affect theory is the basis of current thinking about empathy.  Tomkins states that pain, drive and affect are the three ways that the body has of managing non-verbal data.  Pain reports injury, drive reports a need to perform certain bodily functions, and affect reports stimulus conditions that provide motivation for action (Nathanson, 1998).  An affect is an automatic response that produces a variety of effects on the body, such as contracting or relaxing facial muscles into patterned expressions, changing microcirculation (turning pale or red), and altering pulse, respiration and endocrine/exocrine secretions (Nathanson, 1998).  Stimulus triggers affect, which in turn triggers emotion by drawing our attention to the stimulus and amplifying our experience of it.  Emotion provides motivation.

Affects are expressed along a range of mild to severe.  The six basic affects are distress-anguish, anger-rage, enjoyment-joy, surprise-startle, interest-excitement and fear-terror (Nathanson, 1998).  Three other affects are disgust, dissmell (the olfactory equivalent of disgust) and shame-humiliation.  Daniel Nathanson (1998) shame as “a mixture of shame affect (which interferes with the experience of both interest-excitement and enjoyment-joy) with self-dissmell and self-disgust (p. 3).

Empathy

The physical manifestation of affect is analogous to the event that triggers it.  Therefore, the perception of affect in others can trigger affect in oneself (Nathanson, 1998).  When a person experiences affect, he or she scans his or her memory to find a stimulus-affect-response sequence that matches or is similar to the one he or she is currently experiencing – a process known as emotion.  Empathy is what happens when a person experiences affect that has been triggered by the affect broadcast by another person.  Daniel Nathanson (1998) claimes that the basis of mature empathy is the “ability to figure out a stimulus-affect-response sequence that might have occurred in another person and thereby to know a great deal more about the inner experience of that other” (p. 5).

Nathanson uses the “Empathic Wall” as a metaphor to explore the development of empathy.  According to this way of thinking, the development of a mature set of empathy skills requires the development of a filtering system or wall that allows in an appropriate amount of the affect of others. If a person lets in too much he or she will not be able to maintain individuality; if a person lets in too little he or she will be completely isolated Obsessive people don't pick up others' affect well enough, whereas those who suffer from shame pick up others' affect too well.    Nathanson has operationalized the empathic wall as the ability to maintain facial stiffness in the presence of a broadcaster

Reintegrative Shaming

Reintegrative shaming is an idea originally developed by Braithwaite in 1989.  He describes it this way: "Reintegrative shaming involves encouraging wrongdoers to experience shame for their offending behaviour while allowing them to maintain their dignity."  In this approach, offenders are held accountable but are allowed to make it right.  Research suggests that societies based on reintegrative shaming have lower levels of crime and violence (Shaw & Jane, 1999).   "When individuals are made to feel only shame for their offending behaviour, they may become alienated from their community - unless they are accepted back or reintegrated into it." (Donald L. Nathanson, 1998).

Empathy is the driving force behind reintegrative shaming:  Nathanson continues: "It has become increasingly clear that shame is reintegrative only when it takes place in an individual who had lived outside the interaffective life of the community until returned to it…and then experienced or recognised his or her chronic prior estrangement from empathic connection with the community as a blow that then produced shame."

Resiliency and Locus of Control

Also useful in this context is resiliency theory (Walker, 2000).  The notion here is that, in situations where important risk factors cannot easily be removed, interventions can serve to build the capacity of individuals and families to weather suffering or stress successfully.   Frequently, resiliency-building interventions attempt to bolster the individual’s internal locus of control.  People with an internal locus of control see consequences as a result of their own personal choices or actions and are, according to this theory, more resilient.   They are also better equipped to identify or “appraise” those aspects of their situation that are amenable to their control. 

Summary

The theory underlying restorative justice conferencing is ecological, or systems-based.  Understanding affect, and in particular, empathy as interpersonal processes as well as individual emotions, conferencing seeks to build the “appraisal” skills of all key stakeholders.  It also seeks to unleash the built-in capacity of communities to manage deviant behaviour.  

The Practice of Restorative Justice

Unlike retributive justice, the most widely accepted mode of justice in Canada, which is adversarial, "Restorative justice is a process whereby all the parties with a stake in a particular offence come together to resolve collectively how to deal with the aftermath of the offence and its implications for the future." (Marshall in McCold, 1999).  In many ways, the justice system is like our societal “empathic wall” – the filter through which we as a community determine how to respond to violence or crime.    
The traditional retributive justice model is a highly sterile and unemotional filter.  Matters are dealt with slowly so that tempers cool.  Disputants (who may be angry) do not represent themselves, and the outcome decided by a neutral judge.

In this model, the opportunity for communal exploration of emotional reactions, and consequently reintegrative solutions, is limited.  Victims don't get to present their experience to an empathic listener and therefore feel marginalised.  Offenders, who are 'protected' by their lawyers from the (often reasonable) emotions of those they have injured, remain detached from the effects of their actions on the community.  

For these reasons, the outcomes of the traditional model include victim resentment and criminal recidivism "When individuals are made to feel only shame for their offending they may become alienated from their community - unless they are accepted back or reintegrated into it.  Court proceedings which focus on guilt, shaming and punishment are seen as stigmatising ceremonies which do not reintegrate." (Margaret Shaw and Frederick Jane, 1999, p. 11).   A restorative justice approach attempts to bring people back to a place where they are more conscious of the connections between their affect and the affect of the people around them – a sense of “interaffectivity.”  Victims get to say how they felt about the offence and offenders get the opportunity to experience empathy for those they have wronged.  
Retributive justice discourages an internal locus of control by encouraging offenders to plead innocent even when they are guilty, and leaves victim and offender powerless to affect outcome.  Conferencing, as a form of restorative justice,  promotes an internal locus of control by requiring that offenders take responsibility for their actions and consider the effects of their actions on the community (Lorenn Walker, 2000).  It also provides victim and offender with a sense of control over the outcome.  

Forms of Restorative Justice

According to Paul McCold (1999), there are at least three distinct forms of restorative justice.   Mediation can  focus on the community,  or more narrowly on victim/offender reconciliation, victim/offender mediation.  In either case, it is managed by a trained mediator, who plays an active role in the development of consensus and the design of the solutions.  Mediation is typically less inclusive of families and community members. 

McCold also identifies circles (including sentencing circles, healing circles, and peace circles) as a form of restorative justice, but notes that, to date, circles have been used primarily by First Nations communities.   

Conferencing has been applied in child welfare and justice contexts.  It takes many forms, including social welfare family group conferences, and family group decision-making.  Community justice conferencing, which is our focus in this paper,  stems from the pioneering work in New Zealand youth justice conferencing, Wagga Wagga police conferencing, and Canberra victimless conferencing.  Real Justice community conferences

What is Community Justice Conferencing?

The pioneers of family group conferencing developed a fairly structured approach to the process, which is in some versions of the model actually scripted in some detail prior to the conference itself.  As the model has been adapted and applied in different contexts, variations on this basic structure have emerged.  However, a family group conference typically includes four stages (Margaret Shaw and Frederick Jane, 1999).

During Stage 0 (also called the preconference),  the facilitator or co-ordinator contacts everyone involved to (at a minimum) explain the process, identify potential participants, encourage key individuals to take part, and set up a time for the conference.  

Stage 1 of the conference itself involves setting ground rules for respectful, non-confrontational and confidential discussion.   Family, friends, victim and offender talk about what happened, why it happened, and how it affected them.  At this stage, professionals (police officers, officers of the court, or child welfare workers, for example) may talk about some options for a solution.  The discussion may be highly structured, with the order of speakers and the content of statements agreed upon beforehand. 

During Stage 2 of the conference, victims, offenders, families and supporters reach consensus about a plan that will set things right, and prevent recidivism.  They also discuss how they will support the offender to carry it out.  It is critically important that conference participants take ownership of the process and the solutions developed.  For this reason, the facilitator may or may not be present during this stage.  

Stage 3 typically involves the drawing up of an official plan or contract, and presenting this plan to the professionals present.  The complexity of the plan, and the timelines for its implementation vary greatly depending on the situation.

Why Community Justice Conferences instead of Mediation?

Unlike mediation, which relies on the presence of a trained mediator, conferencing does not.  While many conferences have facilitators, this individual is typically not a specially trained professional (Margaret Shaw and Frederick Jane, 1999).   According to McCold (1999), conferencing is more respectful of participants than mediation, because relies on group norms for its process and solutions, rather than a professional mediator.  Conferencing also addresses potential power imbalances between victim and offender by including individuals who can act as supports for both.   

Success and Challenge Factors

The unique strengths of this approach, according to Margaret Shaw and Frederick Jane (1999), include the fact that it is sensitive to needs of ethnocultural minority groups, especially those of indigenous peoples.  In many cases, the process more closely mirrors their traditional approaches to justice.  It is also flexible, and driven by community members who are themselves connected to the cultural groups of the offender and victims. 

Community justice approaches also encourage community involvement in the process, 

and help to develop partnerships.  Evaluation results suggest that the process is more respectful of and sensitive to the needs of victims than traditional approaches.  Because conferencing involves those affected in the decision-making, it is able to capitalize on the unique strengths of the individuals and communities involved (Lorenn Walker).   

Some of the factors that have been challenges to the implementation of this model have been identified in the research of Margaret Shaw and Frederick Jane (1999).  Conferences have sometimes had poor victim attendance. Satisfaction ratings for victims have also been somewhat lower than those for participating offenders and professionals.

Where conferencing has been applied, there has sometimes been poor monitoring of the process.   Although flexibility is a hallmark of the model, sometimes the process has been compromised by the use of facilitators who don’t have enough distance from the situation, or by direct or indirect coercion of participants.   

One of the most frequently mentioned challenges associated with this approach is lack of funding for adequate preparation and follow-up after conferencing is complete.

Outcomes

To date, only one outcome study has been conducted on conferencing for preadolescent children.  Margaret Shaw and Frederick Jane (1999) evaluated a New Zealand conferencing program for 10-13 year old serious offenders.   Results showed that the offenders involved had a high level of reoffending, but that this level was lower than the rate for children processed through the courts.  Rates of recidivism were higher for conferences that produced less integrative solutions.   The rate of reoffending was attributed to lack of communication between support agencies.  Shaw and Jane commented: "Experience in a number of counties indicates that this is a process well suited to long-term problem-solving and its failure to stop repeat offending may be due to the failure of long-term support services, not conferencing itself."

Positive outcomes of conferencing identified in the New Zealand study also included a high success rate in producing consensual plans of action (90-95%).    There were high levels of satisfaction for victims, offenders, family members, police and social workers.  Most families and many victims preferred the process  to court.  As a result of the conferencing process, New Zealand saved $6 million in court costs and institutional closures.  85% of conferences occur within 6 weeks of the offence.  

Shaw and Jane (1999) and McCold (2002) do raise some concerns about using conferencing with this age group.   The maturity of the children, their ability to distinguish between right and wrong, the safety of children in the presence of certain family members, and power imbalances between children and adults are all possible issues.  

Nevertheless, on balance, Shaw and Jane conclude that the model is an appropriate way of dealing with offenders of this age group:  "Discussions with a range of child health specialists, conferencing practitioners and researchers in Canada and elsewhere indicated support or the appropriateness of conferencing with under 12s provided there was sufficient preparation and supports in place" (p. 22).

The results of the New Zealand study suggest that conferencing works best where there is commitment to preparation and follow-up (including good communication between participating agencies), and where participants ensure an integrative solution.  
Summary

The most important distinguishing feature of community justice conferencing is that it tries to develop solutions from within the same social fabric that was disrupted by the offender’s actions.   In so doing, it has the potential to create more meaningful resolutions that harness the potential of social networks as a mechanism for re-integration.  

However, the approach is not a panacea.  It requires significant investment from the people involved, including the victims.  Although it is not professionally driven, it must be facilitated by a skilled, sensitive, and truly impartial person who is clear about her or his role. Conferencing must take place within a larger supportive context, where appropriate planning and follow-up are available.

Early research results suggest that the approach has good potential for 10 and 11 year-olds.  It requires a level of emotional maturity that children of this age are just beginning to master. Successful conferencing with this age group will need to work within the social networks of the children involved, and include their peers.  However, the necessity of intervening early in the developmental trajectories of these children provides a strong argument for finding ways to adapt conferencing to this population. 

Implications for Evaluation

This review has made it clear that the evaluation of Completing the Circle, Breaking the Cycle must consider all stakeholder and multiple levels of analysis.   In order to succeed, our review suggests that the conference must influence the social support exchanged within the networks of the victim and the offender.  It must develop truly meaningful solutions, crafted by the people involved in the situation and the lives of the individuals directly involved.  It must work , not only within the social networks of the families, but also the peer groups of the individuals.  

The preparation of the evaluation plan for this project involves three steps:

· Identification of key process and outcome questions, through a review of literature and consultation with key informants

· Identification and review of existing tools, and selection of appropriate tools

· Planning for logistics of data gathering

Identification of Tools

We were able to obtain three complete sets of evaluation tools developed for very similar programs.  The tools we have reviewed include:

· The Bethlehem, Pennsylvania Police Family Group Conferencing Project (for juvenile offenders) developed by Paul McCold and Colleagues from the International Institute for Restorative Practices. 

· The Indianapolis Restorative Justice Project (for youths and adults), developed by Ed McGarrell and colleagues from the Hudson Institute Crime Control Policy Center

· The Australian RISE program, developed by Heather Strang, Geoffrey Barnes, and others.

We have also reviewed other tools, not specifically designed for case conferencing.  These have included 

· Tools developed by Earlscourt (20-B and 21-G)

· The Child and Adolescent Functional Assessment Scale

· The Achenbach child behaviour checklist

· The Spectrum of Eligibility used by Ontario CAS agencies

The following table provides a summary of our review.  Checkmarks indicate which of the important processes and outcomes are covered by each tool.

Table 1: Case Conferencing for Children Under 12:  Scope of Potential Evaluation Tools

	Indicators
	Tools

	
	Jesness
	BBBF
	RISE
	Bethlehem
	Indianapolis
	Earlscourt
	Achenbach
	CAFAS

	PROCESS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Facilitator appropriateness
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	· Victim satisfaction
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	· Offender satisfaction
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	· Supporter satisfaction
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	· Degree of consensus
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	· Development of plan
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	· Apology
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	· Restitution
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	· Tone of conference
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	· Attendance
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	· Perceived fairness
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	· Recommendation of conference to others
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	· Follow up
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Preparation
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	· Change in behaviour
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Offender Outcomes:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Satisfaction, Fairness & Voice
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	· Social Support and social networks 
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	· Perspective Taking Ability:
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	

	· Moral Development:
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	· Locus of Control
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	· Self Esteem
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X

	· Empathy
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	X
	

	· Insight into reasons for crime
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	· Accepting responsibility/Attribution
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	

	· Anti social behaviour and attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	· School attitude
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	

	· school performance
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	

	· Beliefs about recidivism
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Offender’s Family Outcomes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Change in parental discipline
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Satisfaction, Fairness & Voice
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	

	· Insight into reasons
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	· Attitudes about justice
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	· Beliefs about recidivism
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	· Responsivity to treatment
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	· Communication with child


	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	Victim Outcomes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Satisfaction, Fairness & Voice
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	

	· Reduced shame, embarassment
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	· Trust, social support
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	· Self-confidence
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	· Insight into reasons
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	RISK FACTORS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Involvement in other criminal activities
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	X

	· Substance use
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	X

	· Being male
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	X

	· Aggression
	X
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X

	· ADHD
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X

	· Prenatal/Postnatal complications
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	X

	· Socioeconomic status
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	· Antisocial parents
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	· Poor parent/child relationships
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	· Harsh/lax/inconsistent discipline
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	· Family stress
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	X

	· Large family size
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Marital discord
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	X

	· Broken home
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	X

	· Separation from parents
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	X

	· Abuse
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	X

	· Neglect
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	· Lack of peers
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	X

	· Antisocial peers
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X

	Protective Factors For Violent Behaviour:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Intolerance of deviance
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	· High IQ
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Being female
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X

	· Prosocial
	X
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	

	· Attachment to parents (unless antisocial)
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	· Relationship with supportive, loving adult
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	· Good adult role model
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Peers who disapprove of violence
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	


Selected Tools:  

On the basis of this review, we have cobbled together a draft system of tools for this project that draws from several of these sources.

Table 2:  Evaluation Plan

	TIME
	TOOLS PROPOSED

	At beginning of pre-conference meeting
	· Survey for young offender, based on Bethlehem, with items from Indianapolis and a network mapping exercise added from RISE

· Survey of parents, based on Bethlehem

· Earlscourt assessment of family, completed by the facilitator

	During the conference
	· Observation checklist based on Bethlehem, to be completed by facilitator

	Immediately after the conference, by phone, within a few days 
	· Survey for young offender, based on Bethlehem with items from Indianapolis and a network mapping exercise added from RISE

· Survey of parents, based on Bethlehem with items from RISE

· Survey of victims, based on Bethlehem with items from RISE

· Survey of supporters, based on Bethlehem with items from RISE

	After 6 months, or an appropriate time for completion of agreed upon plan 
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