MEDIATION AND CONFERENCE PARTICIPANTS’
ASSESSMENTS OF THEIR MEETINGS

Comparative findings from the
Konfliktrad Impact Project (KIP)

/v

AARHUS UNIVERSITET

Med stotte fra
KONFLIKTRAD  TrygFonden




PROGRAM

* The KIP team

* Motivation

* Aims and Design
 Selected Findings

« Conclusions (so far)




THE TEAM



KIP RESEARCH PROJECT LEADERS

Sarah van Mastrigt & Christian Gade Heather Strang & Lawrence Sherman
Aarhus Universitet Cambridge Centre for Evidence-Based Policing



IT TAKES A VILLAGE...




MOTIVATION - WHY KIP?



RESTORATIVE JUSTICE
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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
1S 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 I( ‘Jeg er ikke bange

. . - , mere, efter jeg
Introduced in 1994 in some districts .
E’ har snakket med

ham.”
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

Hvordan foregar et konfliktrad?
Nar begge parter ensker at deltage i et
konfliktrdd, er det maeglerens opgave at

: Ll fo n konfliktrad vaere en god ide? arrangere et mede et neutralt sted.
Offender must admit responsibility B vt e et ot =
age i et konfliktrad og saette ord pa de Mzegleren serger ogsa for at forventnings-
velser, folelser og tanker, der fylder for afstemme og klzede parterne godt p3, sa
. € enkelte. rammerne for medet er tydelige for alle.
Supplemental, at any stage of justice system Til madet er maegleren modeleder. Begge
rettede far mulighed for at fortzelle parter far mulighed for at
ngspersonen, hvilke konsekvenser komme til orde og blive hert, og det
ingen har haft, og hvad der er sket er muligt at indga fzelles aftaler.
| I I I felgende.
Current practice is highly varied but based on L
H : ingspersonen far mulighed for til opgaven. Maegleren skal ikke tage
med |Gt|on mOdeI rklare sine handlinger over for stilling til skyld eller tage part i sagen.

orurettede, og forholde sig til de

. ! " ; heskelige folger heraf.
Referrals on the decline, access to justice issues il



PREVIOUS EVALUATIONS

 Danish

— High levels of self-reported satisfaction amongst victims and offenders in two previous survey
studies (Henriksen 2003, Hansen 2012)

— Some criticism of konfliktrdd participants’ expected ‘roles’ (Asmussen 2014, 2015)

— No demonstrated quantitative effect on official offender recidivism or victim’s use of
SOCiGIZ/C?eﬁlth services, compared to statistial control groups (Kyvsgaard 2016; Kyvsgaard &
Ribe 201

 International

— Research points to positive effects (perpetrator’s recidivism, victim's well-being) for both
mediation and conferences

— Robust experimental evidence for RJICs (Sherman et al. 2015)



AIMS AND DESIGN



AIMS

* To promote evidence-based development of the
Danish Konfliktrad 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



» Close collaboration between research

DESIGN

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
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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 konfliktr&d

Meetings run by konfliktr&d meditors, with varied training backgrounds

Originally based on 6-phase reflexive model (Vindelav, 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 konfliktréd

« Meetings run by konfliktrdd mediators specially trained in RJC facilitation (Sherman et al. 2021)
« Based on model tested in Australia and UK, similar to Norwegian ‘stormader’ (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



PROJECT DESIGN

Two premises:
1. The randomization of cases has to happen after consent
2. Each mediator facilitates either KR og RJC within the project

Coordinator — * Case —— Suitable for — »
Experiment

Non-experiment

Shared exclusion criteria

Randomize -

Research Assistant

Call parties
Mediator
Co-ordinator
Shared guidelines

v

No consent

Consent
For KR participation
For research

For KR participation

For research
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RIC

»KR " Coordinator

Assign to mediator

Shared guidelines
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KR mediator
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Call parties
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KR meeting
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RJC facilitator

J

Call parties

Shared guidelines

l

RIC conference



DATA COLLECTED

* 200 randomized cases, 1564 meetings

* 113 observed meetings, 921 recorded

« 256 1-month surveys

e 221 6-month surveys

« 21 interviews with participants

e 29 interviews with mediators/facilitators

16 interviews with police




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 konfliktrad)

* The meeting was fair No, not at all
: No, not really
* The meeting helped me move on Yes, to some extent

) Yes, to a large extent
* The harm that was done has been repaired e

« Overall, how would you characterize your meeting (in Very UHSUfCCIesf ul
Unsuccesfu
konfllktrqd)? Neither/nor

Successful

Very succesful



KEY QUESTIONS FOR TODAY

. How do YOM and RJC meetings differ?

« Meeting characteristics (H1)

. How are YOMs and RJCs rated overall?

* In absolute terms
* In relative terms (H3)

. Do ratings of YOMs 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)



CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE

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

Table 1.
Balance Between Intervention Groups at Baseline
Mediation Conference
Mean (SD) Mdn Mean (SD)  Mdn P
Case-level variables
Days since offence at randomization 91.8 (99.0) 53 107.7 (192.8) 51 23
Number registered victims 1.10 (.36) 1 1.25 (1.45) 1 .30
Number registered offenders 1.23 (.93) 1 1.16 (.51) 1 .53
Crime type .54
Violence (%) 73.3 77.8
Property (%) 23.8 212
Other (%) 3.0 1.0
Individual-level variables
Age
Offender age at offence 28.0 (13.9) 22.2 26.9 (15.4) 19.1 .61
Victim age at offence 32.5(16.7) 26.3 294 (16.7) 232 AT
Offender <15 (%) 14.0 21.6 12
Victim <15 (%) 12.4 19.4 15
Gender
Male offender (%) 88.5 86.5 .50
Male victim (%) 67.5 64.8 .67

Note. Case-level comparisons based on n = 101 mediations and n = 99 RJCs.
Individual-level comparisons based on n = 233 offenders and n = 222 victims.

Differences tested with chi-squared and independent t-tests. No significant differences at p <.05.



H1

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



HOW DO VOM AND RJC MEETINGS DIFFER?

Table 2.
Meeting Characteristics by Intervention Type

Mediation Conference
Mean (SD) Mdn Mean (SD) Mdn p

Timing

58.4 (30.1) 53.5 88.9 (36.2) 85.0

Meeting duration in minutes

Meeting terminated early (%) 3.8 1.3 33
i icipants
Total number excluding convenor 3.3(2.6) 3.0 5.0 (2.7) 4.0 <.001
Number of victims 1.1 (.44) 1.0 1.1 (.37) 1.0 .60
Number of offenders 1.2 (.85) 1.0 1.1 (.48) 1.0 38
Number of victim supporters 0.4 (.66) 0.0 1.4(1.2) 1.0 <.001
Number of offender supporters 0.5(1.2) 0.0 1.3(1.4) 1.0 <.001
=1 VICUIIT PIESENnt { 7o) 1000 987 31
> 1 offender present (%) 100.0 97.3 A5
> 1 victim supporters present (%) 35.9 76.0 <.001
> | offender supporters present (%) 26.9 74.7 <.001

t
Made written agreement (%) 10.3 96.0 <.001

Note. Based on n = 79 convened mediations and n = 75 convened conferences.
Differences tested with chi-squared and independent t-tests. Significant differences identified in bold.

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



H3

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)

1 month 6 months

26%

32%

RIC

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



HOW ARE VYOMs AND RJCs RATED OVERALL?

(Pooling offenders and victims, based on dichotomized successful vs. neutral/unsuccessful rating)

1 month 6 months

70%

60%

10%

Over all success

mveryursuccesfl  gUnsuccesful  gNelthernor  gSucccessful  ggVerysuccesful mVveryunsuccesfl @Unsuccesful ONethernar  @Succoessiul  mVerysuccesful

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



DO RATINGS DIFFER FOR VICTIMS/OFFENDERS OVER TIME?

Table Al
Item-Wise Distribution of Response Categories for Victims and Offenders at|] Month|by Intervention Type

Mediation | Conference | All
Victim Offender| Total Victim Offender Total Victim Offender Total
% % % % % % % % %

The meeting was fair
Yes, to a large extent 79.5 64.7 72.3 74.2 58.5 67.0 77.0 62.0 69.9
Yes, to some extent 15.1 324 234 17.7 34.0 25.2 16.3 33.1 24.2
No, not really 2.7 29 2.8 32 5.7 44 3.0 4.1 35
No, not at all 2.7 0.0 1.4 48 1.9 35 3.7 0.8 23
(n) (73) (68) (141) (62) (53) (115) (135) (121) (256)
The meeting helped
me move on
Yes, to a large extent 30.1 279 29.1 323 35.8 339 31.1 314 313
Yes, to some extent 48.0 529 50.4 40.3 39.6 40.0 444 471 45.7
No, not really 12.3 13.2 12.8 22.6 18.9 20.9 17.0 15.7 16.4
No, not at all 9.6 5.9 7.8 48 5.7 5.2 7.4 5.8 6.6
(n) (73) (68) (141) (62) (53) (115) (135) (121) (256)
The harm has been
repaired
Yes, to a large extent 19.2 26.5 22.7 25.8 283 27.0 222 273 24.6
Yes, to some extent 39.7 44.1 41.8 40.3 49.1 44.4 40.0 46.3 43.0
No, not really 274 20.6 24.1 17.7 18.9 18.3 23.0 19.8 215
No, not at all 13.7 8.8 11.4 16.1 3.8 10.4 14.8 6.6 10.9
(n) (73) (68) (141) (62) (53) (115) (135) (121) (256)
How would you rate the
meeting overall?
Very successful 342 42.7 383 27.4 359 313 31.1 39.7 35.2
Successful 48.0 412 44.7 45.2 34.0 40.0 46.7 38.0 42.6
Neither/nor 11.0 13.2 12.1 242 30.2 27.0 17.0 20.7 18.8
Unsuccessful 2.7 1.5 2.1 1.6 0.0 0.9 22 0.8 1.6
Very unsuccessful 4.1 1.5 28 1.6 0.0 0.9 3.0 0.8 2.0
(n) (73) (68) (141) (62) (53) (115) (135) (121) (256)

No statistically significant (binary) differences for victims or offenders



DO RATINGS DIFFER FOR VICTIMS/OFFENDERS OVER TIME?

Table A2
Item-Wise Distribution of Response Categories for Victims and Offenders ay Intervention Type
Mediation Conference All
Victim Offender Total Victim Offender Total Victim Offender Total
% % % % % % % % %

The meeting was fair
Yes, to a large extent 66.7 60.7 63.8 53.8 61.9 57.5 61.0 61.2 61.1
Yes, to some extent 242 344 29.1 34.6 28.6 31.9 28.8 32.0 303
No, not really 6.1 33 4.7 77 48 6.4 6.8 3.9 54
No, not at all 3.0 1.6 24 3.8 48 43 34 29 32
(n) (66) (61) (127) (52) (42) 94) (118) (103) (221)
The meeting helped
me move on
Yes, to a large extent 31.8 9.8 213 25.5 214 23.7 29.1 14.6 223
Yes, to some extent 424 54.1 48.0 43.1 429 43.0 42.7 49.5 459
No, not really 13.6 328 22.8 15.7 19.0 17.2 14.5 272 20.5
No, not at all 12.1 B 7.9 H5L7/ 16.7 16.1 13.7 8.7 11.4
(n) (66) (61) (127) (51) (42) (93) (117) (103) (220)
The harm has been
repaired
Yes, to a large extent 27.3 26.2 26.8 23t 28.6 25.5 254 272 26.2
Yes, to some extent 40.9 459 433 2152 452 31.9 322 45.6 38.5
No, not really 18.2 24.6 213 26.9 19.0 234 22.0 223 222
No, not at all 13.6 3 8.7 28.8 7.1 19.2 20.3 49 13.1
(n) (66) (61) (127) (52) (42) (94) (118) (103) (221)
How would you rate the
meeting overall?
Very successful 31.8 29.5 30.7 25.0 8547 29.8 28.8 32.0 303
Successful 48.5 492 48.8 36.5 28.6 33.0 43.2 40.8 42.1
Neither/nor 1552 19.7 17.3 25.0 28.6 26.6 19.5 233 213
Unsuccessful 3.0 1.6 24 9.6 24 6.4 5.9 1.9 4.1
Very unsuccessful 155 0.0 0.8 3.8 4.8 43 25 1.9 23
(n) (66) (61) (127) (52) (42) (94) (118) (103) (221)

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 YOMs 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 YOMs 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 T 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., inrelation 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

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

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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Abstract

Objectives When offenders or victims are randomly assigned to receive experimental
vs. current treatments, the external validity of results may depend on whether different
treatments are delivered by similar kinds of treatment providers. When treatment
providers volunteer to deliver innovative practices in an experiment, it is unclear
whether outcomes depend on the content of the treatment, enthusiasm of the providers
for the new practice, or both. In such situations, the potential for what we describe as
differential predisposition of volunteers for a new treatment raises a question of
external validity.

Methods We describe the process by which 14 out of 29 mediators across seven

Danish police districts came to deliver a new, restorative conferencing method of

conducting face-to-face meetings between offenders and their victims, in comparison
o longstanding mediation methods.

Results We negotiated with all seven District mediation leaders and all 29 of their
mediators to use partial random assignment of 14 of the mediators to deliver the new,
restorative model. The 14 trained providers of the new method were substantially
similar in several measureable characteristics to the 15 other mediators who continued

10 use the preexisting model, but we cannot measure directly the extent or balance of

their predispositions for delivering each model.

Conclusions While small work teams pose obstacles to simple random assignment of

treatment providers to deliver experimental practices, the random assignment of victims
and offenders to two different models of service might be made more extemnally valid
by use of partial random assignment of service providers.

Keywords External validity - Differential predisposition - Partial random assignment -
Treatment providers - Small work groups - Restorative justice conferences - Mediation
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