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IT TAKES A VILLAGE…



MOTIVATION - WHY KIP? 



RESTORATIVE JUSTICE 

Handbook on 

RESTORATIVE  
JUSTICE 
PROGRAMMES
SECOND EDITION

CRIMINAL JUSTICE HANDBOOK SERIESCRIMINAL JUSTICE HANDBOOK SERIES

”A process whereby all the 
parties with a stake in a 
particular offence come 
together to solve collectively 
how to deal with the aftermath 
of the offence and its 
implications for the future" 
(Marshall 1996: 37)



A MIXED BAG…

“Vessels of widely differing shapes, 
sizes, and modes of propulsion sail 
under this particular flag.” Ashworth 
(2001: 347)

Reflection: what method(s) do you 
use/are you most familiar with? 

• Victim-offender mediation (VOM)
• Restorative justice conferences (RJC)
• Circles 



WHY THIS IS IMPORTANT

“If we want to know what works well or works well 
for the particular population it serves, we need to 
start unpacking those terms and working out what 
is or is not different between them, and the extent 
to which it matters.”

Shapland (2012: 48)



THEORETICAL FRAMING 
• Some suggestions that RJCs are more ‘restorative’ (Kyvsgaard et al., 2018; O’Mahony

& Doak, 2017, p.184; Shapland et al., 2007, p. 5; Shapland et al, 2011, p. 55; Strang, 2012)

• Procedural justice – fairness

• Closure - capacity to move on 

• Restoration of harm - repair 

• Accountability- recidivism

• These theoretical propositions have never been directly (empirically) tested



DANISH KONFLIKTRÅD
• Introduced in 1994 in some districts

• Established as nation-wide program in 2010

• Organized nationally and by 12 police districts

• All crime types, but mostly assault, burlgary, 

robbery, and increasingly neighbor disputes 

• Voluntary for both victims and offenders

• Offender must admit responsibility

• Supplemental, at any stage of justice system

• Current practice is highly varied but based on 

mediation model 

• Referrals on the decline, access to justice  issues



• Danish
– High levels of self-reported satisfaction amongst victims and offenders in two previous survey 

studies (Henriksen 2003, Hansen 2012)

– Some criticism of konfliktråd participants’ expected ‘roles’ (Asmussen 2014, 2015)

– No demonstrated quantitative effect on official offender recidivism or victim’s use of 
social/health services, compared to statistial control groups (Kyvsgaard 2016; Kyvsgaard & 
Ribe 2018) 

• International 
– Research points to positive effects (perpetrator’s recidivism, victim's well-being) for both 

mediation and conferences

– Robust experimental evidence for RJCs (Sherman et al. 2015)

PREVIOUS EVALUATIONS



AIMS AND DESIGN



AIMS 

• To promote evidence-based development of the 
Danish Konfliktråd program

• To contribute to theoretical discussions of RJ 

• How? By conducting the first-ever randomized 
controlled trial (RCT) comparing two different RJ 
approaches

• VOM 
• RJC



DESIGN
• Close collaboration between research 

and practice, 2017- present

• RCT comparing two meeting types (no 
control)

• Focus on criminal cases - primarily 
violence, threats, burglary, robbery, 
malicious damage, and theft

• Mixed-methods data collection at case 
and individual level 



RESEARCH QUESTION AND HYPOTHESES
Can restorative justice conferences (RJCs) prevent repeat offending 
more effectively than the current Danish victim-offender mediation 
practices, and further help victims to minimize the damage they 
have suffered from crime? 

H1: The conduct of RJCs will differ from the conduct of the current mediation method on a 
number of theoretically important dimensions

H2: Relative to current mediations, RJCs will reduce the prevalence, frequency, seriousness, 
and harm of repeat offending

H3: Relative to the current method of mediations, RJCs will produce better outcomes for 
victims [and offenders] on a number of theoretically important dimensions 



OUR TWO MEETING TYPES  
VOM (treatment as usual)

• Supplemental, in line with general framework and criteria for participation in konfliktråd

• Meetings run by konfliktråd meditors, with varied training backgrounds

• Originally based on 6-phase reflexive model (Vindeløv, 2012)

• More recently simplified to Facts-Feelings-Needs structure (Friis Pedersen, 2023; Riskin, 2003)

• Mediators have extensive methodological freedom and flexibility

• ’Bisiddere’ can participate at the discretion of the mediator, agreements can be made if desired

• No standard follow-up requirements 

Full implementation protocol criteria: (i) at least one offender,  (ii) at least one victim



OUR TWO MEETING TYPES  
RJC (comparison treatment)

• Supplemental, in line with general framework and criteria for participation in konfliktråd

• Meetings run by konfliktråd mediators specially trained in RJC facilitation (Sherman et al. 2021)

• Based on model tested in Australia and UK, similar to Norwegian ‘stormøder’ (McDonald, 2012)

• Manualized in 3 stages: what happened, how were people affected, what should be done?

• Follows standard manuscript with set questions posed to all partcipants

• Supporters are systematically included and written agreements drafted

• Facilitators not engaged in agreement follow-up/compliance  

Full implementation protocol criteria: (i) at least one offender, (ii) at least one victim, (iii) at least 
one victim supporter, (iii) at least one offender supporter, (iii) written agreement





• 200 randomized cases, 154 meetings 

• 113 observed meetings , 91 recorded 

• 256 1-month surveys

• 221 6-month surveys

• 21 interviews with participants 

• 29 interviews with mediators/facilitators

• 16 interviews with police

DATA COLLECTED 



THE 4 SURVEY MEASURES I’ll TALK ABOUT TODAY

• For each of the following statements, indicate the extent to 
which it reflects your overall experience (of konfliktråd)
• The meeting was fair 

• The meeting helped me move on

• The harm that was done has been repaired

• Overall, how would you characterize your meeting (in 
konfliktråd)?

No, not at all 
No, not really
Yes, to some extent
Yes, to a large extent

Very unsuccesful 
Unsuccesful 
Neither/nor
Successful
Very succesful 



KEY QUESTIONS FOR TODAY 

1. How do VOM and RJC meetings differ? 
• Meeting characteristics (H1)

2. How are VOMs and RJCs rated overall? 
• In absolute terms

• In relative terms (H3)

3. Do ratings of VOMs and RJCs differ for victims and offenders 
over time? 
• Do we see the same patterns of ratings for both respondent groups? (H3)

• Do the patterns differ at 1 and 6 months? (H3)



RESULTS (SO FAR)



• Balance between experimental groups 

• Cases randomized approx. 3 months 
after the offence on average, but some 
later  

• Most cases with only 1 offender/victim

• Approx. 3/4 violent crimes, mostly 
assault

• Victims and offenders are on average 
males in late 20’s or early 30’s

• Less than 1/5 under age 15 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE  



H1

H1: The conduct of RJCs will differ from the conduct of the 
current mediation method on a number of theoretically 
important dimensions

H2: Relative to current mediations, RJCs will reduce the 
prevalence, frequency, seriousness, and harm of repeat 
offending

H3: Relative to the current method of mediations, RJCs will 
produce better outcomes for victims [and offenders] on a 
number of theoretically important dimensions 



HOW DO VOM AND RJC MEETINGS DIFFER?

Reflection: do any of these findings surprise you? Why? 



H3

H1: The conduct of RJCs will differ from the conduct of the 
current mediation method on a number of theoretically 
important dimensions

H2: Relative to current mediations, RJCs will reduce the 
prevalence, frequency, seriousness, and harm of repeat 
offending

H3: Relative to the current method of mediations, RJCs will 
produce better outcomes for victims [and offenders] on a 
number of theoretically important dimensions 



HOW ARE VOMs AND RJCs RATED OVERALL? 
(Pooling offenders and victims, and based on dichotomized yes vs. no rating)

No statistically significant (binary) differences for these 3 variables - VOM = RJC

1 month 6 months



Small, statistically significant (binary) difference for this variable - VOM > RJC

HOW ARE VOMs AND RJCs RATED OVERALL?
(Pooling offenders and victims, based on dichotomized successful vs. neutral/unsuccessful rating) 

1 month 6 months



No statistically significant (binary) differences for victims or offenders

DO RATINGS DIFFER FOR VICTIMS/OFFENDERS OVER TIME?



DO RATINGS DIFFER FOR VICTIMS/OFFENDERS OVER TIME? 

Small, statistically significant (binary) differences for victims on harm and success outcomes - VOM > RJC
No statistically significant (binary) differences for offenders



CONCLUSIONS (SO FAR)



KEY QUESTIONS FOR TODAY 
1. How do VOM and RJC meetings differ? 

• Most importantly, RJCs include more supporters, written agreements 

• Support for H1, but some implementation challenges

2. How are VOMs and RJCs rated overall? 
• In absolute terms, quite positively! 

• No support for H3 – at least in relation to these four outcomes

• Supports a ”toolbox” approach 

3. Do ratings of VOMs and RJCs differ for victims and offenders over time? 
• Generally positive for both groups and follow-ups 

• No significant differences between models for offenders at 1 or 6 months   

• No significant differences between models for victims at 1 month

• VOM > RJC for victim harm repair and overall success ratings at 6 months

Reflection: What might explain this patterns of results?



POSSIBLE EXPLANATIONS (TO EXPLORE…) 

• RJC implementation challenges? 
• Too few supporters?

• Lack of agreement follow-up?

• Greater flexibility built in to the Danish VOM model?
• E,g., in relation to agreements, questions, role?  

• The most important active ingredients are present in both models?
• NB. we don’t have a no-treatment control group



But…H2

H1: The conduct of RJCs will differ from the conduct of the 
current mediation method on a number of theoretically 
important dimensions

H2: Relative to current mediations, RJCs will reduce the 
prevalence, frequency, seriousness, and harm of repeat 
offending

H3: Relative to the current method of mediations, RJCs will 
produce better outcomes for victims [and offenders] on a 
number of theoretically important dimensions 

We are still missing a big piece of the puzzle! 



NEXT STEPS

Additional comparative analyses (based on surveys and register data)

• Survey responses – PTSS, offender accountability, etc. 

• Agreement content and fulfillment

• Offender recidivism – 2 years 

Meeting processes/dynamics (based on observations and interviews)

• Before, during and after the meeting

Additional organizational insights (based on observations,  interviews with police and mediators)

• Possibilities and barriers 

• Diversity in practice

• Ethnographic study of offenders over time (Clara)  



DISCUSSION
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