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Completing the Circle, Breaking the Cycle

Restorative Justice Conferencing for Children at Risk

Final Evaluation Report

Introduction

The Child and Youth Worker Program in the Faculty of Community Services and Health Sciences, at George Brown College has recently completed a project entitled Completing the Circle, Breaking the Cycle. It was a youth justice project targeting the hitherto poorly serviced population of at-risk children below the age of criminal responsibility. This project used an approach called Restorative Justice Conferencing. This is a way of working with i) children who have caused harm, and their families, ii) those who have been hurt and their families and iii) other key stakeholders. The power of conferencing lies in bringing everyone involved together at the same time, in one place. This allows the child who has harmed to accept responsibility for their actions, for victims to speak to their hurt and for everyone together to develop a meaningful plan that addresses the harm through a structured facilitative process. This initiative was funded by the Department of Justice under its Youth Justice Renewal efforts.

The purposes of the 23-month project were to develop an evidence-based model of conferencing that practitioners could 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 was intended to demonstrate the effectiveness of this model when applied with ten- and eleven-year-old children at risk. Additional goals included 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 report begins with a brief description of evaluation methodology. Next, it describes the project implementation, focusing on the referral process and selection criteria. The section that follows describes the recruitment process and the reasons for children participating or not participating in a conference. Detailed descriptions of each conference follow, accompanied by a summary of lessons learned and implications for the future.   

Evaluation Methodology (see Appendix)

The evaluation of the Restorative Justice Conferencing Project was overseen by an independent research organization called the Centre for Research and Education in Human Services. The design of the study included quantitative and qualitative data from several sources. The methods used were:

1. A short survey for the “offender” (harm-doer) to complete after the conference was concluded. This survey asked about attributions of responsibility concerning the actions that led to the conference, attitudes about conferencing, the victims, and the agreement plan that was put into place. The survey was completed on paper by the child, or in the form of an interview by the facilitator. This survey was adapted from a tool developed by Paul McCold and Colleagues from the International Institute for Restorative Practices (IIRP).

2. A similar post-conference survey for the “offender’s” (harm-doer’s) parents or supporters, the victim(s), and their parents or supporters (also adapted from IIRP).

3. An observation tool, used to describe the process of the conference itself, designed to be completed by a project staff member/observer.  This observational tool was adapted from a tool developed by the Australian RISE program (Heather Strang & Geoffrey Barnes).

4. Interviews with the conference facilitators and project managers, near the end of the project.

5. Analysis of existing data including data for “offenders” (harm-doers) (e.g.,  “EARL” data from Earlscourt Child and Family Centre on behavioural issues).  

The conference facilitator gathered most evaluation data during the course of their follow-up contact with participants. External researchers analyzed all data and conducted interviews with conference facilitators and the project manager.  

Consent to participate was obtained from everyone involved in the conference.   A written information letter describing the project goals and methods was prepared, and a copy was left with each participant. Each participant also returned a signed consent form to the research team. In the case of participants under the age of 18, consent was obtained from both the participant and his or her guardian. Consent was obtained at the point of first contact with each conference participant.

Paper surveys were sealed in envelopes before being returned. Minors had the choice to have their parents present during the interviews. All data gathered was coded with a number, and kept off-site in a locked file cabinet at the Centre for Research and Education in Human Services. A single key page linked numbers to participant names, and was kept at George Brown College.  

Description of the Developmental Phases of the Project

The phases of the project included:

· Literature Search

· Tool development for research

· Operationalization of program and intake criteria

· Establishment of relationships with partner agencies/schools for referrals (over 50 schools were approached in the Toronto District School Board and the Toronto Catholic District School Board and 10 Children’s Mental Health Agencies and the Children’s Aid Society of Metro Toronto and the Catholic Children’s Aid Society Training of facilitators, Child and Youth Worker team and students

· Program start-up

Roles and responsibilities of the project staff 

The project staff included:

· Project Co-ordinator

· Conference Facilitators

· Research Observers

The role of the Project Co-ordinator was to oversee all aspects of the project from conception to implementation to final analysis and reports.

The role of the conference facilitators was to be trained in the model, develop partnership relationships with referral sources, prepare eligible candidates for conferences, facilitate the conference process and provide follow-up.

The role of the research observers was to observe all conferences and provide follow-up to all participants using a set questionnaire format.

Guidelines, protocols and procedures:

The following lists the operating procedures that the project utilized:

Consent 

Child:
Agreed to participate in a conference to repair the harm and to take part in the associated research

Parent:
Agreed to allow their child to participate in a conference and to take part in  the associated research

Assessment:
Harm-doer was assessed by referral source as being able to benefit from a conference

Victim:
There must be a victim of the incident who was willing to participate

Stakeholders:
School personnel needed to be available in the conference for school related incidents to help develop the most appropriate reparative plans

Benefits:
Could serve as a re-entry vehicle for students who were suspended from school

If the situation met all the criteria a worker began the process of preparing all the participants for the conference. The goal was to have a conference two weeks after the referral call. The conference facilitator provided follow-up to assist with implementation of the plan 1 month after the conference, and again 6 months afterwards.

Eligibility Criteria 

Eligibility criteria for this project included the following:  

· The harm-doer must have been 10 or 11 years old.

· Problem behavior: There must have been a recent critical behavioral incident which 

involved: police contact, potential suspension from school, suspension from school, expulsion. The range of possible behaviors included: thefts, property damage, bullying, threatening, physical assault. Sexual assault incidents were excluded.  

· Admission of responsibility: The harm-doer must have accepted responsibility for 

their actions and the harm that came to others.

· Consent from the harm-doer: The child agreed to participate in a conference to repair

 the harm and to take part in the associated research.

· Consent from the harm-doer’s parent: The parent or caregiver agreed to allow their 

child to participate in a conference and to take part in the associated research.

· Formal consents were signed by all child and family participants.

· Assessment: The harm-doer was assessed by the referral source as being able to 

benefit from a conference.

· Victim buy-in: There must have been a victim of the incident who was willing to 

participate.

· Buy-in from other stakeholders: School personnel (or similar stakeholders) needed to 

be available in the conference for school related incidents to help develop the most appropriate reparative plans.

· The plan to repair the harm did not lead to any form of consequence greater than 

would otherwise have been handed out or was warranted by the harmful act.

Referral Process 

According to the original project proposal, referrals were expected to come through a number of sources, including:

· The central intake line which was overseen by the Earlscourt Child & Family Centre.  Most children in the City of Toronto under the age of criminal responsibility who had contact with the police were assessed through this program. This process seemed to be less effective during the period of the project with overall referrals dropping from over 100 a year to 14 in the year January 2003 -2004.

· School related referrals, through school personnel (such as social workers).

· Community referrals could also have been made directly to the Restorative Justice Conferencing Project at George Brown College.

In practice, there were a total of 17 referrals (see Appendix) made to the restorative justice conferencing team. Fifteen of these referrals were from the 2 Toronto School Boards (Toronto District and Toronto Catholic District) and another was made from a children’s mental health agency. In the end, a total of 4 referrals went to conference. One of these cases was with a 12 year old girl and was used primarily as a training opportunity by the restorative justice team.  By the end of the recruitment process, three referrals proceeded to the conference stage and fit the eligibility criteria. 

Findings

This section of the report reviews each of the three completed case conferences independently as a “case study.”  

Case Conference #1

Overview of Incident

The harm-doer was at home in his apartment and went down to the apartment swimming pool with his worker from a children’s mental health agency. The lifeguard said that he needed to take a test before he would be allowed to swim in the deep end of the pool. He reacted to having to take a test by getting mad. He got angry at the lifeguard. There was yelling and throwing of things which caused other people who were not involved in the altercation to leave the pool. The children’s mental health worker intervened a number of times to try and de-escalate the situation and the child struck his worker repeatedly when she intervened.  

The conference was attended by the harm-doer and his mother, as well as the victim (a children’s mental health worker) and the family’s social worker.  

Child Characteristics 

( Family Risk Items

The family environment surrounding the harm-doer can influence the degree of risk associated with him/her continuing to engage in anti-social behaviour. In case conference #1, the particular household circumstances and other chronic stressors in the life of the family posed a critical risk for the harm-doer to repeat future anti-social behaviour. The harm-doer lived with his mother and grandmother in an overcrowded apartment. His mother was developmentally delayed and experienced considerable difficulties with day-to-day functioning, which affected her parenting ability. This constant stress in the family affected their ability to deal effectively with life’s challenges.

( Child Risk Items

The characteristics of the child also play an important role in determining whether or not the harm-doer will be involved in another problematic incident. In case conference #1, the harm-doer’s cognitive development (in terms of reaching age-appropriate milestones and language development) was delayed and he had received a diagnosis of attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder. He was also hyperactive during the conference session. There was no conclusive evidence of abuse or trauma but the facilitators raised concerns over highly sexualized behaviour. The harm-doer also made poor peer choices (by associating with other children who routinely engaged in anti-social behaviour) that posed a critical risk for engaging in future anti-social incidents. Lastly, the harm-doer was unable to cope in most dimensions of his life with poor problem-solving skills compounded by low self-esteem and a lack of self-discipline. 

( Responsivity to Treatment Plans 

While the harm-doer’s mother was open to helping her son improve his behaviour,  her developmental delays interfered with her ability to change her own behaviours and provide the consistent parenting that her son needed. Therefore, there was a high risk that she would not be able to follow through with a treatment plan.  Despite being somewhat guarded or resistant to changes in his behaviour and negative thinking patterns, the harm-doer was able to participate in a treatment plan and had given a varied response to treatment. 

Overall, the above mentioned risk factors identified in case conference 1 combined to create a high probability that the harm-doer would re-engage in problem behaviour such as the hitting and kicking he exhibited in the incident that brought him to the conference. 

Case Conference Process 

The conference took place about 1 month after the incident.  

( Describing the incident

The harm-doer did not at all hold others responsible for his actions nor did he claim his actions were accidental/unintentional. Indeed, he readily admitted to aggressive behaviours such as swearing, kicking, and splashing his worker and the lifeguard involved in the incident. He exhibited a degree of unresponsiveness and scored a 2 out of 5 on his emotional responsiveness to a very emotionally powerful account of the consequences of his actions. 

( Responses to the harm-doer

The overall responses to the harm-doer were very positive. There was very much support, approval and respect given to the offender by his supporters and in general during the conference. There were no stigmatizing labels or names used about the harm-doer nor was there any moral lecturing. Yet, conference participants expressed very much disapproval of the harm-doer’s actions and a degree of disappointment in the harm-doer.  

( Responses by the harm-doer

The harm-doer approached a degree of acceptance of doing something wrong but rated a 2 out of 5 on a scale of feeling remorse for his actions. He was very uncomfortable during the conference but did not cry and only slightly retreated from the attention of others during the session. 

( Conference Outcomes

There was an outcome reached at the conclusion of the conference, which the harm-doer was not at all pressured into accepting. The outcome did not at all demonstrate principles of punishment and instead paid a lot of attention to repaying the victim, preventing future offences and restoring the harm-doer’s honour and esteem. The outcome emphasized re-building trust between the harm-doer and his mental health worker, receiving anger management training and participating in art therapy. 

There was strong consensus from the participants about the outcome. The harm-doer had previously apologized to the lifeguard before the conference took place. Despite this apology, the group as a whole did not at all forgive the harm-doer for his actions, but a degree of forgiveness was approached. In the end, the harm-doer took total responsibility for his actions and it was very clearly communicated to him by his family social-worker that he could put his actions behind him.

Additional compounding issues were raised along with the incident discussed at the conference. For example, the harm-doer’s father was not active in his life, even though the harm-doer’s mother would have liked him to have a male role model. Unfortunately, there was also the issue of the constant arguing between the harm-doer and his mother which has caused their superintendent to issue warnings to them on more than one occasion. In addition, the harm-doer was dyslexic which affected his learning.

Case Conference Outcomes

( Thoughts & Experiences

Firstly, survey findings indicate that both the harm-doer and the victim chose to participate in the conference session of their own accord and were not pressured. The harm-doer chose to participate to make things right. The harm-doer’s mother and his social worker both chose to participate in order to let the harm-doer know how they felt about the offense. In addition, the harm-doer’s mother also wanted to hear an apology to the victim, while the social worker wanted to receive answers to questions she had. On the other hand, the victim chose to participate in order to help the harm-doer, which the social worker also stated was another of her reasons for attending. Despite feeling uncomfortable with the microphone during the conference session, the harm-doer and the rest of the conference participants described the session as friendly. Lastly, both the victim and the harm-doer believed it was very helpful to meet each other in the conferencing environment.

( The Conference Session

The harm-doer stated that he did apologize to the victim while his supporters felt he did not apologize. The victim herself felt he ‘sort of’ apologized. For the harm-doer it was very important to be able to tell the victim what happened but not at all important to pay back the victim. The victim and the supporters also echoed the importance of being able to explain how the offense affected them. In addition, all the conference participants believed that their points of view were listened to during the conference. Furthermore, it was very important to all participants that a plan/agreement for payback be reached during the conference. There was a difference in opinion over wanting the harm-doer to be punished, with his mother rating this as very important and the victim and his social-worker not seeing this as being important at all. Additionally, both supporters of the harm-doer and the victim agreed that it was important to have the harm-doer get some counseling.  

The harm-doer and his supporters felt that the victim had been sincere in her participation in the conference. The victim was surprised that the harm-doer also seemed sincere in his participation and that he sat for so long during the two hour session. The harm-doer and his mother were both surprised when the conference went better than they expected. The  family social worker (supporter) was surprised that the harm-doer was given the speaking “stone which he could have used as a weapon”, but no violence occurred during the conference. Neither the victim nor the harm-doer felt that they had been pushed around during the conference. There was also consensus among all the participants that they understood what was going on during the conference. 

Unfortunately, the harm-doer did not feel that he had a better understanding of how his behaviour had affected the victim after participating in the conference. However, contrary to his belief, the victim and the harm-doer’s supporters all agreed that he did have a better understanding of the effects of his behaviour because of the conference.

Some of the more positive outcomes from the conference included the following: The harm-doer did strongly agree that the offense he had committed hurt both his family and the victim and he felt ashamed of his actions. He also believed he had gotten what he deserved. There was consensus from all the participants that the treatment plan was fair to all parties involved. At the conclusion of the conference, the harm-doer felt the victim and his own family had a better opinion of him and that the victim had a better understanding of his point of view. Indeed, the victim stated that she felt positive towards the harm-doer while his supporters had mixed feelings towards him. In the end, the harm-doer also strongly agreed that he had a better understanding of the victim’s point of view after the conference and his victim and the harm-doer’s supporters also believed this. 

Unfortunately, while the harm-doer thought it was very unlikely that he would engage in the behaviour that led to the conference again, the victim and the harm-doer’s supporters disagreed and thought he was likely to re-engage in the behaviour. Overall, all participants agreed that the conference session was a very positive experience that they would repeat and also recommend to others to take part in. The harm-doer also stated that, “[it was a] better way to solve problems. You don’t get into that much trouble.” 

Restorative Justice Agreement

The harm-doer and the victim agreed to try to rebuild their trust and relationship by spending time together. The harm-doer was also going to continue discussions of anger, self-esteem, and coping skills. He agreed to write a letter describing what makes him angry and what helps with his anger. 

The social worker agreed to try to get someone for the harm-doer to speak with on an ongoing basis, and a referral to an art therapist. She also agreed to continue family therapy with the harm-doer’s mother for anger recognition and coping skills. The harm-doer was to have a stress ball, and the opportunity to be by himself when he was angry.  He agreed to meet with a new therapist, and wanted an adult male to spend time with. Implementation of this agreement was partially met in that the harm-doer and the victim had completed their sessions together and the harm-doer was on a wait-list for art therapy.

Case Conference #2

Overview of Incident

During an argument between the victim and the harm-doer, which took place on a school bus, the harm-doer ripped up materials from the victim’s school bag, including her homework and threw them out the school bus window. The victim and the harm-doer were about the same age. The conference participants included the harm-doer and his mother, the victim and both of her parents, and the school’s social worker and principal.  

Child Characteristics 

( Family Risk Items

In case conference #2, the harm-doer had a reasonably stable caregiver with relatively few parenting disruptions, yet caregiver continuity continued to pose a critical risk for him re-engaging in problematic behaviour. This was due to a number of intersecting factors which culminated in creating a high risk (e.g., his father was often overseas for many months of the year and was absent from the family home). While his mother was a very positive parent figure, there were additional stresses on the family such as the child  undergoing major surgeries due to a vulnerable state of health, which affected parenting consistency.

( Child Risk Items

The harm-doer’s early childhood development was marked with extreme illness as an infant with major respiratory problems, pneumonia, many hospitalizations in the intensive care unit, and the intake of a wide array of medicines. Despite these challenges to his early development the child seemed to be able to function adequately in his present environment. It was difficult to determine how/if these past developmental challenges had carried over to the present situation and to state cause/effect relationships, but in the facilitator’s opinion, the harm-doer exhibited impulsivity in its milder form (though no diagnosis has been made) during the conference and had a recognized learning disability. The facilitator believed that these characteristics when combined, negatively affected his school performance.  

(  Responsivity to Treatment Plans 

The harm-doer’s caregiver(s) were very willing and able to make the necessary efforts and to do all that was needed to get help for their son. They appeared very likely to follow through on the treatment plan. Again, despite being somewhat guarded or resistant to changes in his behaviour and negative thinking patterns, the harm-doer was able to participate in the treatment plan. 

Overall, the above-mentioned risk factors identified in case conference 2 combined to create a moderate probability that the harm-doer would re-engage in problem behaviour similar to the destruction of a classmate’s property, which had brought him to the case conference. 

Case Conference Process 

( Describing the incident

The harm-doer was not at all defiant or sullen during the conference, nor did he claim his actions were accidental/unintentional. However, he did hold others responsible for his actions to a degree. He was also not at all emotionally responsive to the account of the consequences of his actions.  

( Responses to the harm-doer

The overall responses to the harm-doer were very positive. There was very much support, approval and respect given to the offender. There were no stigmatizing labels or names used in reference to the harm-doer nor was there any moral lecturing or disapproval of the harm-doer as a person expressed. Yet, there was very much disapproval of the harm-doer’s actions.  

( Responses by the harm-doer

The harm-doer did not at all accept that he had done anything wrong nor was he at all sorry or remorseful. This was believed by the facilitators to be an attempt to manipulate the situation so that he could return to his old school. He did not cry, retreat from the attention of the other participants nor did he seem uncomfortable during the conference process.

( Conference Outcomes

There was an outcome reached at the conclusion of the conference, which the harm-doer was very much pressured into accepting. The outcome did not at all demonstrate principles of punishment, repaying the community and the victim, nor in restoring the harm-doer’s honour and esteem. The outcome very much emphasized preventing future offences from occurring by focusing on assertiveness training for the victim and anger management as well as taking responsibility for one’s actions for the harm-doer.

There was a degree of consensus about the conference outcome among participants. The harm-doer did not apologize to the victim during the conference because he stated that he had already done so before the conference. The victim’s father verified his statement. There was a degree of forgiveness given to the harm-doer and indeed the victim clearly stated that she forgave him. Despite this forgiveness, it was not at all clearly stated that the harm-doer could put his actions behind him. Again, the harm-doer did not at all take responsibility for his actions. Other issues in his life that combined with the incidents discussed at the conference included his desire to be at another school so that he could be happy. 

Case Conference Outcomes

( Thoughts & Experiences

The harm-doer chose to participate in the conference session of his own accord, but also reported feeling some pressure to attend. The victim participated because her parents decided that she would do so. The harm-doer chose to participate to make things right. Both the victim’s and the harm-doer’s supporters chose to participate to let the harm-doer know how they felt about the offense, to help the offender and to hear an apology to the victim. The harm-doer’s mother also wanted him to learn another approach to his behaviour. While the harm-doer felt that the conference session was unfriendly, the victim and the supporters felt it was friendly. The harm-doer did not at all feel the conference was helpful while the victim felt it was helpful for her parents to meet the harm-doer in the conference process. 

( The Conference Session

The harm-doer stated that he had apologized to the victim before the conference and the victim herself verified this. For the harm-doer, it was very important to be able to tell the victim what happened and for the rest of the participants it was also important to be able to express how the offense affected them. It was also important to the harm-doer to have the chance to agree on a plan to pay the victim back, but this was not seen as important by the rest of the participants. For the victim’s father, it was more important to hear an apology to his daughter. In addition, it was also very important to the harm-doer’s mother to hear an apology to the victim, and important to have the harm-doer punished and to receive answers to questions she had. For the victim herself, it was important to receive answers to questions she had, to receive an apology, and to see the harm-doer receive some help or counseling. His mother also indicated the importance of counselling for the harm-doer. 

None of the participants felt pressured to speak during the conference nor did they state there were any surprises during the conference.  The harm-doer’s mother did note that the victim’s father was open and friendly. Despite the lack of pressure, the harm-doer did feel that he was being pushed around. All of the participants, with the exception of the harm-doer, also felt that people listened to their point of view during the conference session. 
The harm-doer did not believe the victim was sincere in her participation. Both the supporters agreed that both the victim and the harm-doer were treated with respect during the conference. There was also consensus among the participants that they understood what was going on during the conference. 
Unfortunately, the harm-doer did not feel that he had a better understanding of how his behaviour had affected the victim after participating in the conference. However, contrary to his belief, the victim and her father along with the harm-doer’s mother all agreed that he did have a better understanding of the effects of his behaviour because of the conference.
Some of the more positive outcomes from the conference included the following: The harm-doer agreed that the offense he had committed hurt both his family and the victim and he felt ashamed of his actions but disagreed that he had gotten what he deserved with respect to the outcome of the conference. There was consensus from all the participants that there was a degree of fairness to the treatment plan for the victim. In terms of fairness for the harm-doer, everyone except the harm-doer himself agreed it was fair. The harm-doer disagreed that the victim had a better opinion of him and understood his point of view better after the conference. Yet, he felt that his family did have a better opinion of him and that his understanding of the victim’s point of view remained the same after the conference. In actuality, the victim, her parents, and the harm-doer’s parent all stated that they felt positive towards the harm-doer after the conference and both sets of parents believed that the harm-doer did have a better understanding of the victim's point of view. The harm-doer also accepted that the incident was now partly his fault but did not know whether he would engage in the behaviour that led to the conference again. Despite his indecision, the victim and her parents believed it was unlikely that he would re-engage in the behaviour.

Overall, despite the fact that the harm-doer described the conference session as very negative, the remaining participants described it as a positive experience that they would recommend to others to participate in.  

Restorative Justice Agreement: 

The victim forgave the offender. The victim’s father wanted to see changes in how school bus drivers handled student difficulties. The school social worker would work individually with the harm-doer to talk about his feelings about the new school and his negative, unresolved difficulties with the new school.  

The harm-doer expressed a desire to return to his previous school where he felt more positive, but he agreed to meet with the social worker to talk about his negative experiences at the new school and how he can better deal with his anger. Implementation of this agreement was successful because the harm-doer began to see the school social worker on a regular basis after the conference.   

Case Conference #3

Overview of Incident

The alleged harm-doers were two boys who were accused of two separate incidents: 1) throwing a garbage can onto the road and into the path of a moving school bus, and 2) throwing a rock and breaking the passenger-side window on a passing car. After denying the second charge for months, it was revealed during the conference that they were not responsible for the rock-throwing incident. The two youth had previously taken responsibility for the incident involving the throwing of the garbage can onto the road in front of a school bus. 

The conference was attended by two harm-doers, each of whom brought one parent.  The victim (a car driver), the school’s vice principal, and a school social worker also attended.  

Child Characteristics 

(  Family Risk Items

One of the two harm-doers was 12, and so this section focuses on the younger of the two harm-doers.  

A number of chronic stressors on the family combined to create a high degree of risk that the younger harm-doer would likely re-engage in anti-social behaviours. The child had a reasonably stable caregiver with few parenting interruptions despite his parents being separated. Despite the general attentiveness of the child’s current caregiver (his father) and the positive supports available to the family, there was a serious risk associated with the fact that the harm-doer and his sister were removed from their mother’s home by the Children’s Aid Society.  

( Child Risk Items


The Children’s Aid Society carried out an investigation and determined that the harm-doer was physically abused by his mother while he was in her care. Despite this abuse, the harm-doer didn’t exhibit any developmental problems, hyperactivity or impulsiveness, was sociable and got along well with others, and was functioning at age appropriate levels at school. 

( Responsivity to Treatment Plans 

There was some probability that the harm-doer’s caregiver would co-operate and try to follow through with the treatment plan. The father was struggling as a single parent with maintaining a balance between working and caring for his children. As such there were difficulties with discipline. Although seeming guarded or resistant to changing his behaviour and thinking patterns, the harm-doer was able to participate in a treatment plan. 

Overall, the above-mentioned risk factors combined to create a moderate probability that the harm-doer would re-engage in behaviour similar to the throwing of the garbage cans that had brought him to the case conference.

Case Conference Process 

( Describing the incident

The harm-doer was not at all defiant or sullen during the conference, nor did he claim his actions were accidental/unintentional. However, there was a slight indication that he held others responsible for his actions. He was also very emotionally responsive to the account of the consequences of his actions.  

( Responses to the harm-doer

The overall responses to the harm-doer were positive with approaching degrees of support and respect given to the offender. There was also an indication of hope that he had learned lots during the process. There were no stigmatizing labels or names used in reference to the harm-doer nor was there any moral lecturing. Yet, there was a degree of disapproval of the harm-doer as a person and disappointment in him was expressed. 

( Responses by the harm-doer

The harm-doer very much accepted that he had done something wrong and was very sorry and remorseful. He did not cry, retreat from the attention of the other participants nor did he seem uncomfortable during the conference process. When given the opportunity to speak he had good participation in the conference.

( Conference Outcomes

There was an outcome reached at the conclusion of the conference and a degree of pressure was applied in getting the harm-doer to accept it. The outcome highlighted the principle of preventing future offences and focused on consequences and apologies. 
The harm-doer clearly voiced an apology for his actions involving the incident with throwing the garbage can onto the road in front of the school bus. He continued to deny his involvement in the incident involving the breaking of the passenger-side window of a civilian’s car. There was a degree of forgiveness given to the harm-doer signified by the victim whose car window was smashed clearly stated that he understood. It is unfortunate that the school bus driver who was the victim of the incident to which the harm-doer accepted responsibility was not available to take part in the conference process. Despite the lack of a victim, the possible consequences from both the incidents were very clearly communicated to the harm-doer. The main compounding issue involved in this conference process was the fact that the harm-doer was alleged to have been involved in two incidents that were to be discussed during the process. The second incident (involving the smashing of a car window with a rock) was the one that by the end of the conference, the harm-doer was absolved of and further investigation was deemed necessary by the police to find the people responsible.

Case Conference Outcomes

( Thoughts & Experiences

The reasons for participating in the conference varied across stakeholder groups. The harm-doer participated because he wanted to let the victim know why he had committed the offence. The harm-doer’s supporter participated in order to receive answers to questions he had.  The victim whose car window was smashed by a thrown rock participated in the conference for a number of reasons including: getting paid back for losses he incurred, receiving answers to questions he had, and receiving an apology. He also noted that he had wanted to speak with the police but had been asked to participate in the conference. All of the participants stated that the conference was a friendly atmosphere. The harm-doer’s parent went on to add that there was a degree of confusion as well, since the investigation was not complete for the incident involving the broken window. It was actually two other people who were responsible for this act and not his son. While the harm-doer believed that it was very helpful to meet with the victim during the conference the victim did not echo this sentiment. This is understandable in light of the conclusion made during the conference process that the harm-doer was not responsible for the incident that resulted in a broken car window for the victim. 
( The Conference Session

The harm-doer and his parent stated that an apology was made. The victim concurred that an apology to him was not possible since the harm-doer was not responsible for the action; therefore the victim apologized to the child. For both the harm-doer and his parent it was very important to be able to tell the victim what happened. It was also very important to the harm-doer to be able to apologize to the victim and his family and to reach an agreement. The harm-doer’s parent was also concerned with receiving answers to questions he had and seeing that the harm-doer received some counselling. All of the participants stated that they believed their point of view had been listened to during the conference and no one felt that they had been pressured during the process. The victim was surprised by the new information that surfaced during the conference and this information enabled him to apologize for the misunderstanding with the harm-doer. The harm-doer also noted that the cookies and juice that were available during the conference surprised him. The victim strongly agreed and the harm-doer’s parent agreed that the conference allowed them to express their feelings about the incident. The harm-doer did not believe that the victim was sincere in his participation in the conference yet, the victim felt that the harm-doer’s participation was sincere.

There was strong consensus from all that the harm-doer better understood how his behaviour had affected the victim after the conference. Furthermore, the harm-doer strongly agreed with the statement that his offense had hurt the victim and this own family. He was also ashamed of his actions and agreed that he had gotten what he deserved from the conference outcome. 
The harm-doer’s parent agreed that both the victim and the harm-doer were treated with respect during the conference. Both the victim and the harm-doer’s parent agreed that everyone had a fair chance to speak during the conference, understood what was happening during the conference, and that the conference allowed them to have more of a say in what happened. 

Since there was no real agreement reached except for absolving the harm-doer of the incident involving the broken car window, there was no rating of fairness available. In the end, the harm-doer empathized with the victim by stating that, “[he felt] sad for Mr. X”. All participants agreed that both the victim’s and the harm-doer’s point of views were better understood after the conference. The harm-doer agreed that his family and the victim also had a better opinion of him after the conference. This belief was reinforced when both the victim and the harm-doer’s parent stated they felt positively toward the harm-doer after the conference.

Despite the positive feelings held toward his child, the parent of the harm-doer believed it was likely that the harm-doer would re-engage in the behaviour that led to the conference. This sentiment was not echoed by either the harm-doer, who believed it was very unlikely that he would repeat the behaviour, nor by the victim who believed it was unlikely to occur again. 

Overall, all participants agreed that the conference session was a positive experience that they would repeat and also recommend to others to take part in. The victim believed that the conference went very well even though his issue was not resolved. In addition, the harm-doer’s father noted that his son was using more control and did not want to get into trouble again and that the conference helped him to think about consequences.

Restorative Justice Agreement: 

No agreement was made, but participants agreed to continue the discussion and meet again if necessary to reach further resolution.  The group agreed that the incident causing the broken windshield needed further investigation by the police.  Both harm-doers apologized for their part in creating a dangerous situation for the bus driver, the children and the community.   

Lessons Learned

This final section of the report is a summary of the main messages emerging from the project.  It reviews the challenges faced, the insights gained about conferencing with this population, the outcomes achieved, and the potential for next steps. 

Challenges In Project Implementation

Past research has found that the challenges faced in successfully implementing case conferencing include poor victim attendance, poor monitoring of the process,  inappropriate selection of facilitators, and lack of funding for adequate preparation and follow-up after conferencing is complete. 

In this project, the quality of the process during the conference was, by all accounts, very good. Facilitators were well trained and had a good amount of distance from the situation under discussion. However, getting buy-in from victims was a challenge. The facilitators noted a number of reasons for the relatively low completion rate achieved by the project. Firstly, four of the referrals were for children who did not meet the age restriction (i.e., there were over 11 years of age) and could therefore not be used for the project. In one of these cases, the incident involved two children as harm-doers and the other child was also referred to the project. In this case, both children were present at the conference but one was the primary harm-doer that the conference focused on. In seven other cases the parents of the harm-doer (or of one of the harm-doers involved in the incident) refused to participate in a conference. In another case, the victim’s parents refused to participate in a conference process stating that their child was ‘fine’. While in another case, the victim’s parents stated they were not interested and declined to participate. 

Logistical challenges resulting from limited time and resources also arose. The issue of scheduling and having the time to set up an appointment and meet for a pre-conference meeting was seen as a barrier that transected culture and related more closely to socio-economic factors. Many of the families that were referred to the team had parents (some single parents) working multiple jobs, often with shift work, which made it extremely difficult to arrange for pre-conference meetings or to even have the opportunity to speak with parents over the phone. 

Conference facilitators agreed that it took much work to get the right connections within school boards and other organizations that might be sources of referrals. The team had to contact many different people before they found a few that shared an interest in the potential of case conferencing. Labour difficulties in both school boards that spanned one school year added to the challenge. In both school boards, the key individuals turned out to be social worker, directors of social work and key school personnel especially the principal. These key individuals became “champions” for the project, who had a deep and sincere belief in the value of case conferencing, and who saw the approach as a useful way to help them achieve their own mandates or goals. These champions helped a great deal by explaining the idea to other colleagues in the school system and identifying individual schools where they saw good potential for trying out the approach. However, the time required to build these relationships meant that the project was ending just as the partnerships began to produce positive results. In terms of the actual number of referrals that were made, one facilitator was certain that given more time the team would have been able to build upon the strong relationship it had established with the school board personnel and received more referrals. The schools’ commitment to the restorative justice model increased after they took part in the first case conference.

Another key challenge for this project was connected to the reality of working in a highly diverse community. Cultural sensitivity is presented in the research literature as one of the strengths of case conferencing, because the process allows solutions to be developed within the harm-doer’s own cultural community and because it is more similar to traditional approaches used in several cultures. Although this project did receive referrals involving people from a variety of cultures, it proved difficult to overcome a host of  inter-related challenges connected to cross cultural differences and experiences. Facilitators found they had a difficult time explaining the idea and the implications of a conference to families not familiar with Canada’s justice system. Despite having the use of interpreters available to them, the language barrier was a difficult one to overcome in the beginning phase of the project when facilitators attempted to make initial contact with some families by phone to arrange for translation and a face-to-face meeting to discuss the conferencing process in more depth. 

At times, the facilitators believed that the new Canadian families did not feel safe with the conference process. Families were unsure of the implications of the conferencing process for their child. In other cases, many of the new Canadian families came from cultures where citizens do not ‘tell’ nor do they try to create problems, which is how participating in a case conference may have been viewed. Sometimes, the victim and the harm-doer were not from the same cultural or linguistic tradition, and this created further challenges in communication.  

Overall, the project was not able to determine how culturally sensitive case conferencing could be for this age group, partly because the incidents were typically school-based.  As a result, the relevant community was culturally diverse. In addition, New Canadian families face a variety of daily life challenges such as often having to work numerous jobs to make ends meet, language difficulties and trying to blend into a new culture. The facilitators believed that these stresses, cultural factors, and a lack of familiarity with Canadian systems combined to make it very difficult for parents to have the opportunity to sit down and discuss the conference process with a facilitator and interpreter (if needed).

In a variety of ways, these challenges may have arisen because some potential participants did not feel a strong sense of connection to the community within the school and/or those individuals who were inviting them to participate in a conference. As a result, the opportunity to use conferencing as a means to build this sense of community connection was missed.  

Keys to Successful Conferencing with Young Harm-Doers

One of the key purposes of this project was to develop expertise in adapting the restorative justice conferencing model to children aged 10-11.  In this respect, the project was extremely successful.  Many insights about applying conferencing to this age group were generated.   

For example, facilitators and participants found that it was important for the adults involved to see that the children would and could speak for themselves and that given time, one did not need to speak for the children.  It was important to slow down the pace of the conference to give young participants time to articulate their messages in their own words. The value of silence was also seen as both a time for the young harm-doer to gather their thoughts as well as to realize that no one else was going to step in and speak for them. The burden of expectation was allowed to grow and build until the harm-doer spoke for himself/herself. 

When conducting conferences with 10-11 year olds, it is also important for all involved to use very concrete and specific language and avoid abstractions. The facilitators, to be more concrete for this age group, altered the original language of the conference script developed for this project.  For example, they divided a single question about thoughts and feelings into two distinct and simple questions:  “What were you thinking about at the time of the incident?” “Did you have any feelings about that ?”  

It was also important for the facilitator to be willing to be more directive and active than they might be with an older offender, by asking more closed-ended questions, or by actively suggesting possible solutions. The facilitator needed to play a strong role in ensuring that the solutions reached were active and clearly capable of making sure that harm had been reduced. 

For young harm-doers who think in very concrete terms, part of the power of the conference arose from the opportunity to directly see and hear the people harmed or affected by their behaviour.  Facilitators found that the intensity of this experience increased if the conference happened shortly after the original incident. A quick response shows the victim and the harm-doer that the community is sincerely concerned about the incident, and it helps the youth to experience the harm caused more acutely.  

All facilitators noted that time was also a crucial factor in the recruitment process. The length of time between the incident, the referral, and the initial call to set up the conference was seen to have a strong influence on the success of the recruitment. The  referral needed to be made as soon as possible after the incident occurred and the contact with the families needed to be made as soon as the referral was received. This approach would have the potential to save time and money, and it would also allow the youth to remember the details accurately.  This was especially important because the harm-doers were at an age (ages 10 and 11) that it was difficult for them to participate in a conference that discussed  an incident that took place many weeks ago. In addition, the sense of urgency for dealing with the incident and needing to pay attention to it, lessens as time passes. One facilitator suggested that given the challenges associated with scheduling and the critical importance of having the conference occur as quickly as possible after the incident, it would be advantageous to have both the pre-conference meeting and the conference itself take place on the same day.  This would also help parents in that the child would only have to be removed from the school for one day, the school professionals would only be disrupted from their schedules for one day and parents themselves would only have to take one day off work versus numerous days for pre-conference and conference meetings.  In addition, in terms of the conference process itself, the facilitator noted that the potency would be greater if all events occurred on the same day since emotions are high after the incident is replayed during the pre-conference meeting and somewhat dissipate again during the time lag between the pre-conference and the conference. 
With young participants, it is also important for the adults involved to resist the temptation to express their disapproval in ways that are not clearly linked to the real-world consequences of the original incident. Adults need to make sure the child experiences the real consequences of the incident.   

Facilitators developed a variety of very practical strategies to ensure that the conference proceeded smoothly such as sociograms, that are circular diagrams on which harm-doers can draw a picture of the important people in their network. This visual aid proved helpful to the youth in articulating their version of events and relationships, and beginning to understand that their actions affected many people. The exercise also helped the child place the original incident in context, and to begin to talk about their whole life situation and not just one event. Sociograms also helped the facilitator prepare for the conference with a more complete understanding of the relationships among the people present.  

Facilitators also learned to make sure that written notes or plans are printed and not written in script. Talking sticks (or stones) were used as a very concrete aid to managing discussion. Harm-doers often participated in selecting or making the object used as a talking stick and were able to take the talking stick/stone home with them at the end of the conference. One facilitator commented that keeping the talking stick/stone served as a concrete reminder of the conference process for the harm-doer.   

Lastly, facilitators learned that access to interpreters is not always enough to overcome the language difficulties that occur during the initial phone calls to set up pre-conference meetings.  

When is Conferencing a Good Fit?

Reflecting on these challenges to recruitment, the facilitators noted that the incidents that did go to conference involved families that had been in Canada for a longer time than new Canadians.  They were also of a higher socio-economic status, had a greater understanding of the Canadian justice system and had created a more solidified relationship with their child’s school. Many of the families who did not want to go to conference may not have had a very long relationship with their child’s school. This newer relationship may have negatively impacted the parents’ willingness to participate in a case conference. Additionally, some of  the incidents that did not go to conference were enmeshed with other pervasive issues at the school that prevented the families from being able to participate. While facilitators noted that all parents of the children who were harm-doers in the conferences exhibited a high degree of interest in helping their child, this is not meant to indicate that parents who did not agree to participate in a conference did not care for their children. It is clear from the facilitators’ reflections that numerous challenges prevented families from participating. 

Outcomes

There were a number of positive outcomes achieved through the case conferencing process. Overall, nearly all participants involved with the cases felt that it was a positive experience and would recommend the conferencing process to others in similar circumstances. Nearly all participants increased their understanding of each other’s points of view. In every case, the harm-doer apologized for the incident and felt remorse and “ashamed” of their actions. This was also reflected in their agreement that the offense hurt the victim, the victim’s family and their own family. In all cases, the victims felt positively towards the harm-doer after the conference. Almost all participants of the conference agreed on the fairness of the treatment plans. Finally, all of the participants that took part in the conference felt that the process offered a meaningful opportunity to have their voices heard.

I think they understand that they hurt the primary person (victim) but it is not until the conference that they realize that more than the victim is hurt by their offense.

Even in cases where conferences were not held, the process may have some value for participating children and families. Discussing the possibility of a conference may help those involved to more clearly name the fact that harm has been done, and indicate that they are open to discussions about reconciliation. It may also help them to realize that  alternative solutions for ‘justice’ exist.  

Conclusions
The first purpose of this project was to develop a model of conferencing that practitioners could use with children under the age of twelve. This report presents such a model. The team for this project developed and tested a large number of practical strategies that can be used to adapt conferencing to this age group. Key principles for success were identified, including the need to be highly concrete and literal, the importance of meaningful and logically related consequences, the need for conferencing to take place as quickly as possible after the incident occurs, as well as the need for conferencing to occur within an existing community such as a school. These insights and practical strategies are perhaps the most valuable new contribution to emerge out of this project.  

The project’s second purpose was to demonstrate the effectiveness of this model when applied with ten- and eleven-year-old children at risk. Given the small number of completed conferences, it may not be possible to reach firm conclusions about effectiveness. However, this project has made it clear that the model has potential, and is worthy of further exploration. Ultimately, those involved with this project felt that restorative justice conferencing is a good model for working with children of this age, and is especially promising in the school context. If the idea of restorative justice conferencing became embedded as a strategy for use in schools, this would be ideal. It gives the potential to have the conference and the agreement be strongly embedded in the community. As one facilitator put it:

“I believe the conference represented the school community and the family of the harm-doer. It was one of the few times where the child sees the two worlds come together in a meaningful and supportive way. The child learns that the school pays attention to me outside of school hours (they care about what happens to me beyond school hours) and vice versa. My family cares about what happens to me when I am away from them. The school and family are working together for the best interest of the child.”

Additionally, restorative justice conferencing provides the opportunity for individual schools to intervene and try to decrease the likelihood that a young child will re-engage in anti-social behaviour. The potential positive impacts of the case conferencing intervention are both short and long-term. In the short term, we have described the positive changes in awareness of consequences, remorse, and responsibility that have occurred. In the long-term, a decreased likelihood to repeat problem behaviour can help decrease the time and resources spent by the community and the school on disciplinary measures, expulsion and experiences with the criminal justice system. In addition, this will help increase the amount of time these children actually spend in the classroom versus time spent being disciplined for their actions.
This project has been a step forward in our ongoing efforts to apply the principles of restorative justice to an age group that may stand to benefit more than any other.   However, in order for case conferencing to “take hold” and become a readily available option for children, several things need to happen. Having “champions” is essential, and this project has helped to identify and build some new champions. Access to facilitator training is also important, and George Brown College has made a commitment to making this training available to the community.  However, case conferencing for children under 12 will not be sustained without commitment of ongoing resources by major institutions serving young people.  In order for restorative justice to make a difference on a large scale, individual schools and entire school boards, children’s agencies and others need to invest in the approach, and find ways to make it a routine option for dealing with conflict within their communities. 

Appendix

A)List of Referrals

	Referral Number/

Source
	Date of Referral
	Age of Client
	Sex
	Reason for referral
	Conference Date
	Follow-up Date 1 month
	Follow-up Date

6 month 

	1/TDSB/SW
	March 25/03
	11
	M
	Ongoing bullying/intimidation. Cut boy (age 11) with plastic knife
	No/Victim’s parent declined conference/child doing “fine”
	
	

	2/TCDSB/SW
	Apr.03/03
	13 ½


	M
	Inappropriate re. age criteria
	No
	
	

	3/SRW Community Project
	July 8/03
	11
	M
	Acting out, sexualized behaviours, incidents of aggression
	No/Victim parents declined/not interested/language issues
	
	

	4/Hincks-Dellcrest
	July 25/03
	9
	M
	Assault on staff at swimming pool
	Aug. 15/03
	Sept 18 /03
	Feb 04

	5/TCDSB/ SW
	Oct/03
	12
	F
	Stole $250 from school fundraising

(Used as training opportunity)
	Nov.03
	Dec. 03
	April 02

	6/TDSB/SW
	Oct.09/03
	16
	M
	Not age appropriate
	No
	
	

	7/TCDSB/HF
	Oct. 23/03
	11
	M
	Destruction of students personal property and throwing it out school bus window
	Oct. 27/03
	Nov/03
	April/04

	8/TCDSB/OLV
	Oct. 31/03
	11
	M
	i)Throwing garbage cans at moving school bus

ii) Throwing rock at car window and breaking it
	Jan. 14/04
	Feb/04
	July/04

	9/TCDSB/OLV
	Oct. 31/03
	12
	M
	i)Throwing garbage cans at moving school bus

ii) Throwing rock at car window and breaking it
	Jan. 14/04
	Feb/04
	July/04

	10/TCDSB/SW
	Nov. 17/03
	13 ½


	M
	Not age appropriate
	No
	
	

	11/TCDSB/

OLV
	Dec. 10/03
	11
	M
	Threatening and assaulting student in Grade 1. Held head into toilet.
	No conference held/ Offender mother declined after preparation process.
	
	

	12TDSB/

RCS
	Feb.10/04
	11
	M
	Ongoing threatening of  girl (age 11) and her 5 year old brother; gesturing to 5 year old that they would cut his throat
	No conference held (language and parental consent issues for offender)
	
	

	13/TDSB/ RCS
	Feb.10/04
	11
	M
	Ongoing threatening of young girl and her 5 year old brother; gesturing to 5 year old that they would cut his throat
	No conference held (language and parental consent issues for offender)
	
	

	14/TDSB/ RCS
	Feb.10/04
	11
	M
	Ongoing threatening of young girl and her 5 year old brother; gesturing to 5 year old that they would cut his throat
	No conference held (language and parental consent issues for offender)
	
	

	15/TDSB/
	Mar 01/04
	9
	M
	Plotting and following through with plan to cause teacher to have allergic reaction

Teacher required hospitalization for week and having serious side effects
	No conference held/ main perpetrator  parent’s refused
	
	

	16/TDSB/
	Mar 01/04
	9
	M
	Plotting and following through with plan to cause teacher to have allergic reaction

Teacher required hospitalization for week and having serious side effects
	No conference held/ main perpetrator  parent’s refused
	
	

	17/TDSB/
	Mar 01/04
	9
	M
	Plotting and following through with plan to cause teacher to have allergic reaction.

Teacher required hospitalization for week and having serious side effects
	No conference held/ main perpetrator  parent’s refused
	
	


Note: 
I) Referrals 8 and 9 involved two children in same incident. (are conference 3 in the observation data)

        

II) Referrals 12, 13 and 14 involved 3 children in same incident

       

III) Referrals 15, 16 and 17 involved 3 children in same incident

       

IV) The following numbers listed above correspond to these numbers in the case files




4 = 1




7 = 2


  

8& 9 =  3




5 = 4

Pre- and post conference questionnaires

Conference Observation Tools

Post Conference Questionnaire for the Child Who Has Harmed

Post Conference Questionnaire for the Person Who Has Been Harmed

Post Conference Questionnaire for the Parents/Guardians/Supporters
Facilitator Observation Questionnaire (Adapted from RISE)

Offender’s name:
___________________________________________

Duration of conference:   _____ minutes

Who participated?

	
	Relationship (e.g., offender’s father, victim’s friend)
	Age (approx.)

	1
	
	

	2
	
	

	3
	
	

	4
	
	

	5
	
	

	6
	
	

	7
	
	

	8
	
	

	9
	
	

	10
	
	

	11
	
	


How many victims were present at the conference?


Number of direct (personal) victims:        _____ 


Number of indirect (delegated) victims:   _____

Global Ratings

Describing the Incident

1.
How defiant (i.e. cocky, bold, brashly confident) was the offender?


1
2
3
4
5



        Not at all defiant                                                   Very defiant

2.
How sullen/unresponsive was the offender?


1
2
3
4
5



        Not at all                                                                 Very much

3.
To what extent did the offender hold others responsible for their actions?


1
2
3
4
5



        Not at all                                                                Total

4.
How much did the offender claim her/his actions were accidental or unintentional?


1
2
3
4
5


            Not at all
  

          Very much

5.
How emotionally powerful was the account given of the consequences of the offender’s act?


1
2
3
4
5



Not at all emotionally powerful                          Very emotionally powerful

6.
How emotionally responsive was the offender to the account given of the consequences of their act?


1
2
3
4
5



Not at all emotionally responsive                       Very emotionally responsive

7.
How much discussion of the consequences of the offender’s actions occurred?


1
2
3
4
5



               None                                                       Very much

Responses To the Offender

8.
How much support was the offender given during the conference?


1

2

3
4
5



None




    Very much

9.
How much approval of the offender as a person was expressed?


1

2

3
4
5



None




    Very much

10.
How supportive (of the offender) was the behaviour of the offender’s supporters? 

1

2

3
4
5



None




    Very much

11.
How much respect for the offender was expressed?


1

2

3
4
5



None




    Very much

12.
How much disappointment in the offender was expressed?


1

2

3
4
5



None




    Very much

13.
How much disapproval of the offender as a person was expressed?


1

2

3
4
5



None




    Very much

14.
How often were stigmatizing names and labels (e.g. ‘criminal’, ‘punk’, ‘junkie’, or ‘bully’) used to describe the offender?


1

2

3
4
5



None




    Very much

15.
How much disapproval of the offender’s act was expressed?


1

2

3
4
5



None




    Very much 

16.
How much moral lecturing was directed at the offender?


1
2
3
4
5



               None                                                       Very much

17.
How much approval of the offender’s actions was expressed?


1
2
3
4
5



                 None                                                          A lot

Responses By the Offender

18.
To what extent did the offender accept that they had done wrong?


1

2

3
4
5



None




    Very much

19.
How sorry/remorseful was the offender for their actions?


1

2

3
4
5



Not at all sorry
Very sorry

20.
How much did the offender retreat from and avoid the attention of others? 


1
2
3
4
5


 
      Not at all                                                           Very much

21.
How uncomfortable (e.g., restless, anxious, fidgety) was the offender? 


1
2
3
4
5



Not at all uncomfortable                                          Very uncomfortable

22.
During the conference, how much time did the offender spend talking?


1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9


0%
50%
100%

23.
How much did the offender contribute to the conference? 


1
2
3
4
5



          Not at all                                                            Very much

24.
At any stage of the conference, did the offender cry?


Yes (Explain under what circumstances)
1

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


No
2 
Conference Outcomes

25.
Was an outcome relating to this offender reached at the conference?


Yes
1

No
2 
( Go to question 31.
26.
How much did the offender contribute to the conference outcome?


1
2
3
4
5



                  
None                                                     Very much

27.
How much was the offender pressured into accepting the conference outcome?


1
2
3
4
5




                 Not at all                                               Very much

28.
In deciding upon the outcome, how much did the conference demonstrate principles of:

	
	Not at all
	
	A lot
	

	Punishment


(a penalty imposed upon the offender to punish)
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	
	
	

	Repaying the Community

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	
	
	

	Repaying the Victim


(repairing the damage that was done)
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	
	
	

	Preventing future offences


(help to avoid re-offend)
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	
	
	

	Restoration


(a penalty - but to restore the offender’s honour/esteem)
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	
	
	


29.
When reaching the conference outcome, how severe was the offender on her/himself?


1

2

3
4
5



Not at all severe
Very severe

30.
How much consensus was there among conference participants about the conference outcome for this offender?


1
2
3
4
5



           Very little consensus                Very much consensus

31.
Did the offender apologize?

Yes (Describe the nature of the apology—Was it verbal? A hug? A handshake?)……………..1 ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

No………………………………………………………………………………………………..2

32.
To what extent did the group as a whole forgive the offender for her/his actions?


1

2

3
4
5



Not at all
Total

33.
How much forgiveness of the offender was expressed?


1
2
3
4
5



              None                                                               Very much

34.
If the offender was forgiven, what form did the forgiveness take? (State approximate number of times each type was expressed.)

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

35.
How clearly was it communicated to the offender that they could put her/his actions behind her/him?


1

2

3
4
5



Not at all clearly
Very clearly

36.
How much responsibility did the offender take for her/his actions?


1
2
3
4
5


       No responsibility

Total responsibility

37.
How clearly were the possible consequences of future offences communicated to the offender?


1
2
3
4
5




Not at all clearly                                                   Very clearly

Other Relevant Information

38.
Were other problems confronting the offender raised at the conference?


Yes
1:
Financial
1

Educational
2

Employment
3

Health
4

Language
5

Relationship
6

Other (please specify) ________________________
7


No
2
39.
If yes, how were these problems addressed as part of the plan? 


1
2
3
4
5



Not at all well                                                         Very well

40.
Record any other relevant details of this discussion.  Details of unique difficulties underlying the offender's drug/alcohol problem, past attempts to address the issue or any other clarifying point may be included. 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

The Australian National University
Research School of Social Sciences

ACT Justice Survey
Systematic Observation Instrument

Conference Number: _______________

	
	SEQUENTIAL ORDER OF EVENTS

	OBSERVED EVENTS
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15

	Respect for offender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disapproval of act
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disapproval of offender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Offender apologizes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Offender is forgiven
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Offender is defiant
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Consequences/harm of act
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Conference Number: _______________

	
	SEQUENTIAL ORDER OF EVENTS

	OBSERVED EVENTS
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15

	Respect for offender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disapproval of act
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disapproval of offender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Offender apologizes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Offender is forgiven
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Offender is defiant
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Consequences/harm of act
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Outcome
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


This tool allows an observer to track the order of events and also indicate which ones have the most significant emotional impact. It identifies key moments in the conference.

POST CONFERENCE SURVEY for HARM-DOER (FROM IIRP)

Date of conference:  _________________
Today’s Date: ________________



Your Thoughts and Experiences

1.
Why did you choose to participate in the conference? (Check all that apply.)

· To pay back the victim.

· To let the victim(s) know why I did it.

· To help the victim(s).

· To apologize.

· To make things right.

· Because I felt I had no choice.

· Other: (Specify) _________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

2.
Did you decide on your own to take part in the conference, or did you feel pressured to participate in the conference?  

· Yes, I decided to take part in the conference.

· I decided to take part in the conference, but someone or something put pressure on me to participate. (Explain below)

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

· I did not want to participate in the conference, but someone or something made me participate. (Explain below)

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

3.
How would you describe the general atmosphere of the conference?

· Friendly 

· Unfriendly

· Other: (Specify) ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

4.
Was it helpful to meet with the victim(s) in a conference setting?

· Not at all helpful 

· Somewhat helpful 

· Very helpful

The Conference Session

5.
How would you describe the conference session in general?

· Friendly

· Unfriendly

· Other: (Specify) 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

6.
Did you receive apologize to the victim(s) for what you did?  

	· Yes
	· No


7.
For each of the following, please tell us how important it was to be able to do these things during the conference session:

a) To be able to tell the victim(s) what happened.

	· Very important
	· Important
	· Not very important
	· Not at all important


b) To agree pay back the victim(s) by paying them money or doing some work. 

	· Very important
	· Important
	· Not very important
	· Not at all important


c) To have the opportunity to work out an agreement with the victim(s) that was acceptable to both of us.

	· Very important
	· Important
	· Not very important
	· Not at all important


d) To apologize to the victim(s) for what I did.

	· Very important
	· Important
	· Not very important
	· Not at all important


e) To be able to apologize to my friends and family for what I did.

	· Very important
	· Important
	· Not very important
	· Not at all important


8.
Were you surprised by anything that occurred in the conference session?

	· Yes
	· No


If YES, what surprised you?

· It went better than I expected 

· The victim(s) seemed to care about me

· It was worse than I expected 

· The victim(s) was so angry

· Other: (Specify)

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

9.
Do you believe that people listened to your point of view during the conference? 

	· Yes
	· No


10.
This is a list of things that people who participate in conferences sometimes say.  Please tell us how much you agree of disagree with each statement.

	a) The victim(s) participated only because s/he wanted the money back or to be paid for damages.


	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	b) Too much pressure was put on me to do all the talking in the conference.
	· Strongly agree 


	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	c) I felt I had no choice about participating in the conference with my victim(s).
	· Strongly agree 


	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	d) The victim(s) was not sincere in her/his participation.
	· Strongly agree 


	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	e) I have a better understanding of how my behaviour affected the victim(s).
	· Strongly agree 


	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	f) Without conferences I probably would have gotten punished much worse.
	· Strongly agree 


	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	g) I felt pushed around in the conference.
	· Strongly agree 


	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	h) The offense I committed was not that big a deal.
	· Strongly agree 


	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	i) I would like to get back at the people who were accusing me at the conference.
	· Strongly agree 


	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· strongly disagree 

	j) The offense I committed hurt the victim.
	· Strongly agree 


	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	k) The offense I committed hurt my family.
	· Strongly agree 


	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	l) In the conference, I felt ashamed of my actions.
	· Strongly agree 


	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	m) During the conference, I felt ashamed of my actions.
	· Strongly agree 


	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	n) In the conference agreement, I got what I deserved.
	· Strongly agree 


	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 


Conference Outcomes

11.
Was a plan negotiated during the conference? 

	· Yes
	· No


If YES, do you think the agreement was fair to you? 

	· Very fair
	· Fair
	· Unfair
	· Very unfair


If YES, do you think the agreement was fair to the victim(s)? 

	· Very fair
	· Fair
	· Unfair
	· Very unfair


12.
How do you feel about the victim(s) now that the conference is over?

	Victim 1 ____________
	Victim 2 ____________
	Victim 3 ____________

	· Very positive 

· Positive 

· Mixed 

· Negative 

· Very negative
	· Very positive 

· Positive 

· Mixed 

· Negative 

· Very negative
	· Very positive 

· Positive 

· Mixed 

· Negative 

· Very negative


13.
Please tell us how much you agree with the statement: “The victim(s) has a better opinion of me after the conference”.

	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 


14.
Please tell us how much you agree with the statement: “The victim(s) understands my point of view better after the conference”. 

	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 


15.
Please tell us how much you agree with the statement: “My family/friends have a better opinion of me after the conference”. 

	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 


16.
Please tell us how much you agree with the statement: “I understand the victim(s) point of view better after the conference”. 

	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 


17.
To what degree do you think the incident that brought you to the conference was your fault?

	· Not at all my fault 
	· Partly my fault
	· Mostly my fault
	· Totally my fault


18.
Do you think you will do the kind of behaviour that led to the conference again? 

· Very likely 

· Likely 

· Unlikely 

· Very unlikely
Final Thoughts

19.
Overall, how would you describe the conference?

· Very positive 

· Positive 

· Mixed 

· Negative 

· Very negative

20.
If you had it to do over again, would you take part in a conference?

	· Yes
	· No


21.
Would you recommend conferencing to other friends who might get in trouble?

	· Yes
	· No


22.
Is there anything else you would like to say about the conference session or about how your case was handled?

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

POST CONFERENCE SURVEY for SUPPORTER (FROM IIRP)

Date of conference:  ________________  Today’s Date: ________________

Were you a supporter for a victim or for an offender?

· Victim 

· Offender 

· Other: (Specify)

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
What is your relationship to him/her? 

· Family 

· Friend 

· Other: (Specify)

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Your Thoughts and Experiences

1.
Why did you choose to participate in the conference?

· To let the offender(s) know how I felt about the offense

· To get paid back for losses

· To receive answers to questions I had

· To help the offender(s) 

· To hear an apology to the victim

· Because I felt I had no choice

· Other: (Specify)

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2.
How would you describe the general atmosphere of the conference?

· Friendly 

· Unfriendly

· Other: (Specify)

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
The Conference Session

3.
Was an apology to the victims made at the conference?  

	· Yes
	· No


4.
For the following, please indicate how important each item was to you during the conference:

a) To tell the harm-doer how the offense affected me.

	· Very important
	· Important
	· Not very important
	· Not at all important


b) To agree on a plan for the harm-doer to pay the victims back 

	· Very important
	· Important
	· Not very important
	· Not at all important


c) To have the offender(s) punished.

	· Very important
	· Important
	· Not very important
	· Not at all important


d) To receive answers to questions I wanted to ask the offender(s).

	· Very important
	· Important
	· Not very important
	· Not at all important


e) To hear an apology to the victim

	· Very important
	· Important
	· Not very important
	· Not at all important


f) To see that the harm-doer got come counseling or other type of help.

	· Very important
	· Important
	· Not very important
	· Not at all important


5.
Were you surprised by anything that occurred in the conference session?

	· Yes
	· No


If YES, by what?

· It went better than I expected 

· The offender seemed sincere

· It was worse than I expected 

· The offender was arrogant

· The victim seemed to care about the offender

· The victim was so angry

· Other: (Specify)
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
6.
Do you believe that people listened to your point of view during the conference? 

	· Yes
	· No


7.
This is a list of things that people who participate in conferences sometimes say.  Please let us know if you agree of disagree with each statement.

	a) Conferencing allowed me to express my feelings.


	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	b) Too much pressure was put on the offender(s) to do all the talking in the conference.

	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	c) The victim(s) was treated with respect during the conference.

	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	d) The offender(s) was not sincere in his/her participation.


	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	e) I have a better understanding of why the offense was committed.


	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	f) Conferencing allowed me to have more of a say in what happened 


	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	g) The offender(s) was treated with respect during the conference.


	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	h) The offender(s) participated only because he/she was trying to avoid punishment.

	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	i) The victim(s) was not sincere in his/her participation.

	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	j) The harm-doer understands better how he/she hurt the victims because of the conference. 

	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	k) The victim(s) participated only because he/she wanted money back or to be paid for damages.


	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	l) Everyone got a fair chance to talk
	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	m) The offender(s) was not sincere in his/her participation.


	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	n) I understood what was going on at the conference.


	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	o) Without conferences the offender(s) probably would have gotten punished much worse.


	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 


Conference Outcomes

8.
Was a plan negotiated during the conference? 

	· Yes
	· No


If YES, was the agreement fair to the victims? 

	· Very fair
	· Fair
	· Unfair
	· Very unfair


If YES, was the agreement fair to the harm-doer? 

	· Very fair
	· Fair
	· Unfair
	· Very unfair


If YES, was the agreement fair to you? 

	· Very fair
	· Fair
	· Unfair
	· Very unfair


9.
How do you feel about the harm-doer now that the conference is over?

	1 ____________
	2 ____________
	3 ____________

	· Very positive 

· Positive 

· Mixed 

· Negative 

· Very negative
	· Very positive 

· Positive 

· Mixed 

· Negative 

· Very negative
	· Very positive 

· Positive 

· Mixed 

· Negative 

· Very negative


10.
Please tell us how much you agree with the statement: “The harm-doer understands the victim’s point of view better after the conference”. 

	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 


11.
Please tell us how much you agree with the statement: The harm-doer understands my point of view better after the conference”. 

	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 


12.
To what degree were the events that led to the conference the harm-doer’s fault?

	· Not at all their fault 
	· Partly their fault
	· Mostly their fault
	· Totally their fault


13.
Do you think the harm-doer will do the kind of behaviour that led to the conference again? 

· Very likely 

· Likely 

· Unlikely 

· Very unlikely

Final Thoughts

14.
Overall, how would you describe the conference?

· Very positive 

· Positive 

· Mixed 

· Negative 

· Very negative

15.
If you had it to do over again, would you take part in a conference?

	· Yes
	· No


16.
Would you recommend conferencing to other friends who might be victims of a crime or supporters?

	· Yes
	· No


17.
Is there anything else you would like to say about the conference session or about how the case was handled?

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

POST CONFERENCE SURVEY for VICTIM (FROM IIRP)

Date of conference:  _________________
Today’s Date: ________________



Your Thoughts and Experiences

1.
Why did you choose to participate in the conference? (Check all that apply.)

· To let the offender(s) know how I felt about the offense

· To get paid back for losses

· To receive answers to questions I had

· To help the offender(s) 

· To receive an apology

· Because I felt I had no choice

· Other: (Specify) _________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

2.
Did you decide on your own to take part in the conference, or did you feel pressured to participate in the conference?  

· Yes, I decided to take part in the conference.

· I decided to take part in the conference, but someone or something put pressure on me to participate. (Explain below)

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

· I did not want to participate in the conference, but someone or something made me participate. (Explain below)

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

3.
How would you describe the general atmosphere of the conference?

· Friendly 

· Unfriendly

· Other: (specify) ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

4.
Was it helpful to meet with the harm-doer in a conference setting?

· Not at all helpful 

· Somewhat helpful 

· Very helpful

The Conference Session

5.
Did you receive an apology at the conference session?  

	· Yes
	· No


6.
For each of the following, please tell us how important it was to be able to do these things during the conference session:

a) To tell the harm-doer how the offense affected me.

	· Very important
	· Important
	· Not very important
	· Not at all important


b) To agree on a plan for the harm-doer to pay me back. 

	· Very important
	· Important
	· Not very important
	· Not at all important


c) To have the offender(s) punished.

	· Very important
	· Important
	· Not very important
	· Not at all important


d) To receive answers to questions I wanted to ask the offender(s).

	· Very important
	· Important
	· Not very important
	· Not at all important


e) To receive an apology.

	· Very important
	· Important
	· Not very important
	· Not at all important


f) To see that the harm-doer got come counseling or other type of help.

	· Very important
	· Important
	· Not very important
	· Not at all important


7.
Were you surprised by anything that occurred in the conference session?

	· Yes
	· No


If YES, what surprised you?

· It went better than I expected 

· The offender seemed sincere

· It was worse than I expected 

· The offender was arrogant

· Other: (Specify)

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

8.
Do you believe that people listened to your point of view during the conference? 

	· Yes
	· No


9.
This is a list of things that people who participate in conferences sometimes say.  Please tell us how much you agree of disagree with each statement.

	a) Conferencing allowed me to express my feelings about being victimized.

	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	b) Too much pressure was put on me in the conference.


	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	c) I felt I had no choice about participating in the conference. 


	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	d) The offender(s) was not sincere in his/her participation.


	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	e) I have a better understanding of why the offense was committed against me.


	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	f) Conferencing allowed me to have more of a say in what happened.


	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	g) I felt pushed around in the conference.


	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	h) The offender(s) participated only because he/she was trying to avoid punishment.

	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	i) I would like to get back at the people who were accusing me at the conference.


	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· strongly disagree 

	j) The harm-doer understands better how he/she hurt me because of the conference. 


	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	k) I was nervous during the conference.
	· Strongly agree 


	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	l) Everyone got a fair chance to talk.
	· Strongly agree 


	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	m) I understood what was going on at the conference.
	· Strongly agree 


	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 

	n) I am afraid of the harm-doer.
	· Strongly agree 


	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 


Conference Outcomes

10.
Was a plan negotiated during the conference? 

	· Yes
	· No


If YES, do you think the agreement was fair to you? 

	· Very fair
	· Fair
	· Unfair
	· Very unfair


If YES, do you think the agreement was fair to the harm-doer? 

	· Very fair
	· Fair
	· Unfair
	· Very unfair


11.
How do you feel about the harm-doer(s) now that the conference is over?

	1 ____________
	2 ____________
	3 ____________

	· Very positive 

· Positive 

· Mixed 

· Negative 

· Very negative
	· Very positive 

· Positive 

· Mixed 

· Negative 

· Very negative
	· Very positive 

· Positive 

· Mixed 

· Negative 

· Very negative


12.
Please tell us how much you agree with the statement: “The harm-doer understands my point of view better after the conference”.

	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 


13.
Please tell us how much you agree with the statement: “I understand the harm-doer’s point of view better after the conference”. 

	· Strongly agree 
	· Agree
	· Disagree
	· Strongly disagree 


14.
To what degree do you think the incident that brought you to the conference was the harm-doer’s fault?

	· Not at all their fault 
	· Partly their fault
	· Mostly their fault
	· Totally their fault


15.
Do you think the harm-doer will do the kind of behaviour that led to the conference again? 

· Very likely 

· Likely 

· Unlikely 

· Very unlikely
Final Thoughts

16.
Overall, how would you describe the conference?

· Very positive 

· Positive 

· Mixed 

· Negative 

· Very negative

17.
If you had it to do over again, would you take part in a conference?

	· Yes
	· No


18.
Would you recommend conferencing to other friends who might be victims of a crime?

	· Yes
	· No


19.
Is there anything else you would like to say about the conference session or about how your case was handled?

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

NOTE:  This survey should be completed by the supporter at the conference itself or within a few days of completing the conference.  It can be completed by the individual on paper, or in an interview format in person or over the phone.





NOTE:  This survey should be completed by the victim at the conference itself or within a few days of completing the conference.  It can be completed by the individual on paper, or n an interview format in person or over the phone.





NOTE:  This survey should be completed by the victim at the conference itself or within a few days of completing the conference.  It can be completed by the individual on paper, or in an interview format in person or over the phone.








� These findings are based on pre- and post conference surveys and assessment tools for the harm-doer, victim(s), and supporters. These surveys consisted mostly of rating items on a scale of 1 indicating ‘not at all’ to 5 indicating ‘very much’.


� Based on post-conference surveys for harm-doer, victim and supporters
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