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Executive Summary: 

A New Direction for the “E” Division RCMP Restorative Justice Program 
This report documents the findings of the major program review of the role of the RCMP 

in restorative justice in British Columbia. Based on numerous findings on the current state of 
restorative justice in the province and what theory, international best practices, and stakeholder 
perspectives would suggest might be a better future, the report recommends a shift in direction 
for the “E” Division Program. The recommended direction seeks to overcome an identified gap 
in the service provided by the "E" Division Program to frontline RCMP members and personnel. 
Shifting the emphasis of the "E" Division Program away from building community capacity for 
restorative justice and toward a stronger understanding of how, why, and when RCMP members 
should use restorative justice may face some criticism from stakeholders, who have come to rely 
on the RCMP to provide free or low-cost training to community-level programs that struggle 
with low levels of funding. However, despite the challenges inherent in this shift, the benefits for 
moving the “E” Division Program forward and aligning the role of the RCMP within a stronger 
vision for restorative justice in this province would ultimately outweigh the risks. The 
recommended vision of the "E" Division Program includes the following elements: 
• to support restorative justice as an effective complement and alternative to the criminal 

justice system; 
• to house expertise on restorative policing; 
• to recognize RCMP members and personnel as primary clients; 
• to promote effective and appropriate police referrals; 
• to ensure public protection through the maintenance of high expectations for the standards of 

restorative justice programs in British Columbia; 
• to promote restorative policing within "E" Division; and 
• to be a model for effective police involvement in restorative justice 

The Purpose of the Review 
Building on the work of a smaller review of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program 

completed in 2011, the major program review had a much larger scope in order to address 
questions that remained unanswered by the information that was available. The overarching 
purpose of the major program review was to obtain enough quality and reliable information to 
determine what the role of the RCMP should be within restorative justice in British Columbia 
and what changes would need to be made to get there. The purpose of the major program review 
was divided into three main objectives: 
1. to describe the current state of restorative justice in British Columbia with a specific focus on 

the “E” Division Program; 
2. to determine what the ideal structure for restorative justice is in British Columbia and how 

the RCMP should fit into that structure; and 
3. to examine the current state of restorative justice against the ideal structure to put forward 

options and recommendations for the role and future vision for the “E” Division Program. 
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Methodologies 
Six methodologies were used to collect the breadth of information necessary to meet the 

needs of all three objectives. Two additional methodologies, a public opinion survey and a 
comparison group evaluation of recidivism rate from community-level programs, were originally 
considered, but were removed from the project plan early on due to logistical issues and time 
constraints. The six methodologies used to conduct the review were: 

• a descriptive analysis of community-level restorative justice programs, including a survey 
of program representatives, and follow-up semi-structured interviews with selected 
program representatives; 

• a descriptive analysis of the RCMP’s involvement in restorative justice, including a 
review of PRIME BC files related to referrals to restorative justice, an analysis of 
existing survey data on members’ attitudes and perceptions of restorative justice, and 
semi-structured interviews of detachment restorative justice liaison members; 

• an evaluation of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program’s facilitator and trainer 
training workshops, including reaction feedback surveys from the workshops, and pre-
test post-test comparisons of knowledge and skills; 

• reviews of research literature, including one review focused on theoretical questions 
related to restorative justice, and another focused on uncovering international best 
practices; 

• in-depth interviews of key stakeholders for restorative justice in British Columbia; and 
• a review of the existing and drafted “E” Division Restorative Justice Policy. 

The Current State of Restorative Justice in British Columbia 
Although restorative justice exists in many forms in British Columbia, it is primarily 

provided as an alternative justice avenue offered by grassroots, community-level programs 
accepting referrals from the police and other sources. There is a broad diversity of programs and 
a complex structure including government-run and criminal justice system programs, programs 
run by non-profit organizations, independent volunteer-only programs, and regional networks. 
The majority of community-level programs fall within either the Government of British 
Columbia’s Community Accountability Program (CAP) framework or that of the Aboriginal 
Justice Strategy (AJS). Although these frameworks provide some operating criteria, there are no 
provincial or collective standards for restorative justice and the level of training required of 
facilitators in the province. 

Programs primarily make use of three main restorative processes or adaptions of them. 
These include Victim-Offender Reconciliation, Sentencing and Peacemaking Circles, and Family 
Group Conferencing in the form of the RCMP’s Community Justice Forums (CJF) model. Most 
often restorative justice occurs through pre-charge referrals from police, with relatively few 
programs offering restorative justice at later stages of the criminal justice system process.  

The diversity of programs results in a high level of variability in the characteristics of 
programs. In general, community-based restorative justice programs, particularly those funded 
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through the CAP, have limited funding and rely heavily on volunteerism. More than a quarter of 
the programs operate on the $2,500 grant or less provided by the Government of British 
Columbia. There is a ratio of nearly 11 volunteers for every 1 paid employee in restorative 
justice in British Columbia, and nearly one third of programs have no paid employees. There is a 
large disparity in funding between CAP and AJS programs, with programs within the former 
framework receiving funding equivalent to $714 per referral, while programs from the latter are 
receiving funding equivalent to $4,522 per referral. It appears greater levels of funding allow for 
more diversity of processes and of types of referrals with less reliance on volunteers, but do not 
appear to increase capacity, referrals, cost effectiveness or efficiency. Although there has been 
growth among regional networks, it is important to highlight that the field lacks a unified voice 
to communicate with higher level partners and advocate for the needs of these diverse 
community-level programs. 

It is evident that the RCMP has been an important contributor to growth and spread of 
restorative justice in British Columbia. In fact, in the absence of a strong commitment from 
stakeholders, many programs have come to depend highly on the RCMP as leaders for 
community-level restorative justice in British Columbia. Over 90% of programs in the province 
receive referrals from the RCMP and the CJF is the most commonly used process for pre and 
post-charge restorative justice. The substantial influence is the result of having provided CJF 
facilitator training to communities at little to no cost with the goal of improving capacity for 
restorative justice within communities. Many programs rely on this training and have expressed a 
strong desire for this service to continue and expand. The evaluations of the training provided by 
the “E” Division Program have shown favourable results, in terms of both participant satisfaction 
and learning. In addition to training, more than three quarters of the community-level programs 
view the “E” Division Program as a source of support. 

Although the RCMP has been a major influence on restorative justice in British 
Columbia, there are very few police-led or police-based restorative justice programs in the 
province. Community-led is the norm. These community-led programs can be divided into four 
models generally based on where the program is located and how that affects the partnership 
with police. Most programs are located within a police building or community policing office, 
while others are located in a government building, within a school, in a private office, or in 
another location. Those programs with closer proximity to the police tend to be able to form 
stronger referral relationships and report fewer funding challenges than those further away.  

Overall, community-level programs are only receiving referrals at 64% of their capacity. 
Although police pre-charge referrals make up a large amount of the referrals received, there is 
room for improvement, as police refer less than 1% of all criminal code files with an identified 
offender associated annually. Improved referral numbers may be achieved through actions on the 
part of programs as well as police. Programs could achieve better referral numbers if they were 
able to have at least one paid employee, maintain a ratio of between 12 and 24 volunteers for 
each employee, and develop a strong relationship with their local police. Police could also 
improve their referral practices by achieving more consistent levels of leadership support for 
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restorative justice across the division, expanding what is currently a limited understanding of the 
applicability of restorative justice by frontline police, and removing unnecessary criteria for 
referrals that are not informed by restorative principles or best practices. 
 A service delivery gap from the “E” Division Program to frontline RCMP members and 
personnel exists. Survey data indicate that 71% of members have had no or fewer than four hours 
of training in restorative justice. The referral practices of members generally indicate a narrow 
view of the applicability of restorative justice in the files they work. Detachment liaison 
members also reported having limited connectedness to the “E” Division Program, often not 
understanding the role of the Program or seeing a way in which they could be served. These 
members also did not see the benefits from the higher-level partnerships that the “E” Division 
Program had developed with other restorative justice stakeholders, and reported mixed messages 
from the “E” Division Program and RCMP leadership. 
 The review also identified some main strengths and challenges of restorative justice in 
British Columbia, emphasizing the importance of the RCMP finding its appropriate role in 
relation to other stakeholders. In terms of strengths, they arise from the very passionate and 
hardworking individuals who truly believe in and are emotionally invested in their programs. 
Among these individuals are experienced and accomplished experts who are influencing the 
growth of restorative justice and the spread of good practice. The work being done is getting 
communities involved and empowering citizens to help each other find effective resolutions to 
harm for offenders and victims and take ownership of problems in their communities. This work 
brings together volunteers with police, local businesses, schools, universities, and others. Many 
benefits to communities in British Columbia have been reported as a result of the willingness of 
those involved to make use of restorative justice, often within the context of youth justice as an 
extrajudicial measure under the Youth Criminal Justice Act. 
 However, there are challenges holding restorative justice back. These challenges are 
persistent and highly inter-related. The lack of sustainable funding is a major hindrance to many 
restorative justice programs. Many view the lack of funding as being rooted in a lack of support 
from governments and other stakeholders, including the police. Program reviews and evaluations 
are desired in order to prove the benefits of restorative justice, but there are currently no 
assessment mechanisms formally in place. Without evidence there is limited support, perhaps 
linked to a lack of credibility that arises due to the philosophical differences between the 
traditional criminal justice system and restorative justice and a belief that the grassroots 
community-level programs lack adequate training and expertise to respond to the many needs of 
victims and offenders. The accessibility of training is also a challenge, as there are no standards 
for the qualifications and training required of facilitators, and most programs lack the funding to 
enable their facilitators to get trained. Additionally, restorative justice is a field made up of 
programs and proponents with various and often opposing points of view on key issues. The lack 
of a unified voice for restorative justice in British Columbia has weakened the ability of those 
within the field to make progress on addressing some of these main challenges.  
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Examining An Ideal Structure for Restorative Justice 
Restorative justice is often described by how it is different from the existing criminal 

justice system. The philosophies of the two forms of justice are different, but not incompatible. 
The goals of restorative justice, though exhibiting important differences, can align well with 
existing justice system goals, although the prioritization of these goals is an area of potential 
conflict. Of particular interest to police and others in the criminal justice system is the goal of 
preventing and reducing future offending. However, this goal receives much less emphasis from 
restorative justice scholars and practitioners, and may not always be an explicit goal of programs. 
While it may not be a priority for the field of restorative justice, reducing future crime, with a 
particular focus on reducing rates of recidivism among offenders, is an expectation of justice 
from criminal justice partners, governments, and the public. Therefore, the goal of reducing 
future offending is necessary, as is implementing a structure for restorative justice that facilitates 
accomplishing this goal. 

 Theory and evaluative evidence make compelling arguments that reductions in future 
offending can be achieved through a variety of mechanisms inherent in the specific practices and 
elements of restorative justice. Several theoretical perspectives were reviewed and applied to the 
practices and elements of restorative justice, including reintegrative shaming theory, social bond 
theory, moral development theory, criminological learning theories, neutralization theory, 
labeling theory, criminal social identity theory, defiance theory, group threat theory, 
peacemaking criminology, and classical deterrence theory. These theories suggest a number of 
important practices, such as emphasizing victim participation and the expression of the harm in 
order to build empathy and confront neutralizations; ensuring participation from influential, pro-
social supporters for offenders who believe the act was wrong but want to reintegrate the 
individual; allowing time for offenders to reflect on the harms they have caused and build 
meaningful and supported or mentored prosocial activities into the agreements after the process; 
ensuring that the process is legitimate to the offender and not stigmatizing, and expanding the 
use of restorative justice processes into schools and other community settings to prevent conflicts 
from escalating into crime. 

There are many other lessons to learn from theory. It is also important that restorative 
justice not be limited to youth offenders, as it may be less valuable for low risk offenders than 
for more entrenched offenders. It should also be considered more suitable for offences with 
direct victims and those in which there is a greater level of harm and emotionality to address, 
such as in violent offences. Those who commit serious offences or are prolific offenders may not 
always be suitable for pre-charge diversion, but would generally be suitable for later stage 
processes that have been found to produce even stronger reductions in recidivism. However, 
restorative justice may not ever be fruitful for offenders who lack the ability to feel and develop 
feelings of empathy, such as those with psychopathy. Furthermore, the fundamental elements of 
restorative processes, such as taking responsibility for harms caused, voluntary participation, 
flexibility, fairness, respect, and safety, although limiting in some situations, all likely contribute 
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to better justice outcomes. Even apology and forgiveness are very valuable, although they should 
not be considered necessary components.  

International research suggests a number of best practices. In exploring research on the 
different types of processes, there does not appear to be greater evaluative support for any one 
process over another. Evidence does suggest that later stage restorative justice and processes for 
adult offenders and those who have committed more serious offences have the greatest potential 
for reducing recidivism. 

Differences in how restorative justice is put into practice in other jurisdictions are often 
related to where the practices fit along a spectrum of institutionalization into the criminal justice 
system. The United States has experienced the growth of restorative justice at the grassroots 
level, similar to what exists in British Columbia and much of Canada. Other jurisdictions, such 
as the United Kingdom, Australia, and New Zealand, have much more government and criminal 
justice system involvement. European countries appear to cover the spectrum. While the 
appropriate level of institutionalization into the criminal justice system is debated, there are 
many benefits of a greater level of integration than what currently exists in British Columbia. 
There are lessons to be learned from other countries and from the Province of Nova Scotia, 
which has integrated restorative justice into the criminal justice system there. 

A necessary step in moving restorative justice forward is to ensure that it increasingly 
become a service for victims of crime, one that will also be effective at promoting change among 
offenders and communities in general. To do so will require that restorative justice advocates 
come together with unified voice, and then work collaboratively with advocates for victims of 
crime and other stakeholders to establish strong standards for practice and training that place an 
emphasis on meeting the needs of victims. One of the important discussions for the future will be 
about the use of restorative justice for family and sexual violence, as this is one area in which the 
potential for benefit as well as for harm is high. 

There appears to be a strong role for the RCMP in restorative justice moving forward. 
The report emphasizes the term "restorative policing", which is the integration of restorative 
justice principles into the police role in such a way as to enhance police discretion and 
community problem-solving in order to find the most effective avenues to respond to crime and 
community conflict. This role requires police to have a greater awareness and understanding of 
restorative justice and restorative principles; not just how to make referrals, but why to make 
those referrals and when they will be most effective. Restorative policing also involves building 
more support for restorative justice, both among frontline members and, importantly, within 
police leadership to increase the use of restorative justice to respond to crime. It also involves 
recognizing the importance of police participation in formal and informal restorative justice, and 
in encouraging active participation in programs, the building capacity for restorative justice in 
communities and partner agencies, and the use of restorative skills in daily policing. Restorative 
policing is also about balance, ensuring that, while in this role, the police do not take ownership 
of restorative justice programs if it can be avoided. The evidence from past police involvement in 
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restorative justice in Canada and internationally suggests that this can better ensure sustainability 
of restorative options. 

Theory, best practices, and stakeholder perspectives suggest that moving toward an ideal 
structure for restorative justice in this province will require collaborative work to develop a 
strategy intended to: 
• establish a shared definition and common language for restorative justice in British 

Columbia; 
• encourage the establishment of a body to represent and advocate for the interests of 

restorative justice in British Columbia with a unified voice on multi-agency committees and 
in other high-level partnerships; 

• emphasize the expectation that restorative justice can and should reduce reoffending;  
• hold programs accountable and learn through program evaluations;  
• shift and broaden the focus of restorative justice to more complex cases and more criminally 

involved offenders;  
• encourage the implementation of a greater number of later stage programs and preventive 

restorative practices; 
• develop best practice standards and credible training requirements;  
• implement a more stable funding structure for restorative justice programs;  
• balance the over-reliance on volunteerism with greater professional involvement; 
• encourage a restorative policing role in which police are fully aware of restorative justice, are 

supportive of it, and take part in it, but do not adopt the primary leadership role; 
• enhance government support for restorative justice through legislation or public policy; and  
• promote restorative justice as a service for victims.  

 
Recommendations for the Future of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program 
 The “E” Division Restorative Justice Program will have an important role in contributing 
to the future direction of restorative justice in British Columbia. It is recommended that the role 
of the RCMP in restorative justice in British Columbia is one that is better aligned with the 
mandate of policing and ultimately more sustainable. The recommended vision for the “E” 
Division Program, as described above, will do that and will address many of the gaps identified 
through the major program review. 
 In order to put the recommended vision into practice, it is recommended that the “E” 
Division Program do the following: 
 
Setting the foundation 
• establish a level of expectations for the conduct and practices of community-level programs 

that can enable frontline RCMP members and personnel to have greater confidence making 
referrals; 

• collaborate with government, criminal justice system, restorative justice, and victim 
advocacy partners to establish provincial standards for practice and training; 
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• establish consistent referral protocols for RCMP detachments, including a standardized 
referral form that is easy to use; 

• create an OSR scoring standard for RCMP PRIME files in which a referral to restorative 
justice is made or considered; 

• ensure that volunteer management policy adequately covers community-level restorative 
justice program volunteers working in detachments; 

 
Restorative Policing Leadership and Improved Service Delivery 
• represent the interests of the RCMP on high level restorative justice committees and in 

collaborative decision-making; 
• develop and disseminate products intended to meet the outstanding needs of frontline 

members that model ways to make policing more restorative; 
• communicate restorative policing principles throughout “E” Division in an effort to 

incorporate these principles into the culture of policing in “E” Division; 
• form a communication network to connect frontline police and others within the field of 

restorative justice in British Columbia; 
• house a library of relevant research on restorative justice in a policing context; 
• establish protocols for evaluating restorative justice practices in “E” Division, with a focus 

on measuring rates of recidivism to guide future decision-making; 
 

Training 
• continue to house expertise in and update the CJF model; 
• step away from training, monitoring, and accrediting facilitators of the CJF model; 
• collaborate with provincial partners and other stakeholders to establish standards for the 

expected qualifications and training of restorative justice program facilitators; and 
• develop and administer a training program tailored to the specific needs of frontline RCMP 

members and personnel to encourage better referral practices and general restorative policing 
principles;  

 

“E” Division Restorative Justice Policy and Other Guidance 
• revise “E” Division RCMP Restorative Justice Policy, Operations Manual Chapter 20.5, to 

incorporate the above listed changes and other lessons from this review; and 
• produce supplemental guidelines to augment policy and provide guidance to members on 

best practices in restorative policing based on the lessons from this review. 
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Report Introduction: 

Introduction 

This report documents the findings of the major program review of the role of “E” 
Division RCMP in restorative justice in British Columbia undertaken by “E” Division Crime 
Prevention Services (CPS) between March of 2012 and November 2014. The Officer in Charge 
of CPS is responsible for the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program administered by the 
Restorative Justice Program Director. The “E” Division Restorative Justice Program provides 
training, support, guidance, and policy direction on the partnerships between the RCMP and 
community-level restorative justice programs. The work done on this review builds on the 
findings from a smaller-scale review of the same program completed in November of 2011. The 
findings and recommendations outlined in this report are intended to guide decisions about the 
future of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program to better enable the RCMP in British 
Columbia to work with the many stakeholders within this field to provide viable restorative 
justice options to the communities we serve. 

Restorative justice is an area within the realm of criminal justice that has increasingly 
attracted the attention of policy makers, commentators, and the public alike. Given the findings 
of the report on the justice system in British Columbia by Geoffrey Cowper (2012), there is 
reason to believe that an even greater emphasis on restorative justice will be coming in the near 
future. A recent White Paper report by the Ministry of Justice (2013) committed the government 
to continue the expansion of its support for programs under its Community Accountability 
Program (CAP), and to the exploration of opportunities to expand the use of restorative justice 
through its Inter-ministry Committee on Restorative Justice if funding becomes available. There 
is also a growing community of stakeholders around the province dedicated to making 
restorative justice a viable option for responding to harm in communities. The RCMP has been a 
major reason for the growth of restorative justice in British Columbia, and as such, the 
organization was well situated to conduct a review that looked not only at what the RCMP has 
been doing with regard to restorative justice and how it has worked, but also where its program is 
sitting within the larger restorative justice movement and what role it should play in continuing 
to advance restorative justice in British Columbia. 

This introductory section provides important details about the review and how it was 
conducted. It begins by reiterating much of the work of the initial review, providing a brief 
explanation of what restorative justice is, how it fits within the criminal justice system, and what 
results have been found for restorative justice through evaluative research from around the 
world. The discussion then moves to the conclusions from the first review, providing background 
on what led to the current review of the program, then explaining the intended purpose of 
undertaking this research. Next, the scope of the review project is presented, detailing the key 
guiding questions and six methodologies that were used to collect the data used to answer the 
key guiding questions for the review. Finally, the section ends by setting out the framework for 
how all of the data and main findings will be presented throughout the report. 
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Overview of Restorative Justice 

What is Restorative Justice? 

Scholars and practitioners alike have struggled with the nuances of the question of what 
restorative justice is, and there is currently no consensus around a uniform concept (Aertsen, 
Parmentier, Vanfraechem, Walgrave, & Zinsstag, 2013). In practice, regardless of whether one’s 
definition focuses on the process or the desired outcomes for participants, restorative justice 
almost always refers to approaches to respond to crime, conflicts, and other harms that are based 
on the belief that justice must come from providing the opportunity for respectful dialogue 
between those affected, which can then promote accountability, healing, and constructive 
solutions. Restorative justice is more a philosophy that guides how to respond to crime, conflicts, 
and other harms committed in the community than it is any one program or specific activity. 
Scholars of restorative justice, like Elliott (2011), have argued it should be viewed as an entirely 
difference paradigm for doing justice that what existing in the traditional justice system. Just as 
traditional, more adversarial, criminal justice systems exhibit various structures and within them 
can result in a number of possible justice outcomes, so too is restorative justice seen as an 
overarching concept that encompasses a number of different processes that conform generally to 
a similar philosophy. 

The philosophy of restorative justice places emphasis on many elements that are often 
considered to be neglected in the current legal system of criminal justice (Canadian Resource 
Centre for Victims of Crime, 2011). Commentators, such as Irvin Waller (2011), have argued 
strongly that the current system places the majority of its focus on the offender: his guilt or 
innocence, his rights, his level of risk, and his story. Others (Canadian Resource Centre for 
Victims of Crime, 2011) have described the current system as one “designed by lawyers, for 
lawyers” (p.2). By contrast, restorative justice focuses on repairing harm to all those who are 
affected by crime (BC Victim Services and Crime Prevention Division, 2010). For typical cases 
involving crime, this process starts with, and is predicated upon, the offender’s admission of 
responsibility for causing harm and the willingness of those involved, including the victim, to 
participate in a healing process. The focus is taken away from the fact that a law was broken and 
becomes concentrated on the fact that relationships between people have been negatively 
affected. A restorative justice approach provides the opportunity for the victim, the offender, and 
members of the community to come together to express what the crime means to them in an 
inclusive way that not only puts an expectation on the offender to take steps to repair the harm, 
but also has the goal of allowing victims and offenders to return to being contributing members 
of the community (Canadian Resource Centre for Victims of Crime, 2011). 

In most cases, restorative justice occurs through established programs that use one or 
more restorative justice processes to respond to cases of criminal behaviour. In some 
jurisdictions, these programs are more formally established within the existing structure of the 
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criminal justice system (e.g. Nova Scotia, New Zealand, and many parts of Europe), while in 
others the programs are less formally entrenched and more grassroots (e.g. many jurisdictions in 
the United States). In British Columbia, the majority of the programs function outside of the 
legal criminal justice system, but work closely with criminal justice agencies, most notably the 
police, by accepting referrals for cases that are deemed more suitably resolved outside of the 
system. Generally, the processes by which these programs respond to criminal behaviour, either 
as part of the system or outside of it through diversion referrals, are considered to be ‘restorative 
justice’. When similar processes respond to non-criminal matters or when criminal behaviour is 
dealt with through a similar but informal process outside of a structured program, these processes 
are often considered to be ‘restorative practices’ but not ‘restorative justice’. 

Currently, the majority of crimes dealt with by restorative justice programs are relatively 
less serious, leaving the more serious crimes to be dealt with through the existing criminal justice 
system. However, it should not be interpreted that the restorative justice philosophy is not 
intended for or capable of dealing with serious and violent crimes (BC Victim Services and 
Crime Prevention Division, 2010; Rugge, Bonta, & Wallace-Capretta, 2005). In fact, many 
practitioners within the restorative justice field are supportive of dealing with serious offences, 
believing that that nature of the offence does not necessarily mean that the offender is more high 
risk or less likely to benefit from the restorative approach. The fact that programs deal more 
regularly with less serious offending may be the result of a number of other potential factors such 
as the experience level of the program facilitators, public perceptions that restorative justice is 
“soft” on criminals, a belief that victims of serious crime will not want to face offenders, a belief 
that an offender may be less willing to accept responsibility for serious crimes, a concern that 
perpetrators of serious offences pose a greater risk, and a lack of the necessary intensive 
treatment options in the case of high-risk offenders. Despite the fact that it is much less common 
for most restorative justice programs to deal with serious crimes, the approach should not be 
viewed narrowly as an avenue to bypass the traditional system in cases of minor offences. 

Although many of the prominent scholars of restorative justice (e.g. Christie, 1977; 
Elliott, 2011; Zehr, 2002) have presented it as a concept distinct and not always compatible with 
existing, state-run and more retributive, criminal justice systems, in practice it is often 
established with at least an informal link to the legal system of criminal justice as an alternative 
or supplementary avenue for criminal cases. Restorative justice is rarely viewed as a replacement 
for the existing criminal justice system, as there are cases in which formal charges, a trial, and 
judicial sentences are the more appropriate direction to take (Canada Department of Justice, 
2000). However, as positive evaluative evidence continues to mount, it is becoming more 
apparent that restorative justice, under the right conditions and for the right offenders and 
victims, can achieve better outcomes than do existing criminal justice processes (Sherman & 
Strang, 2007). This suggests that, although there will always be a need for criminal justice 
processes to protect the rights of accused persons, establish guilt or innocence when the facts are 
disputed, and uphold the rule of law, restorative justice has the potential to assume a much 
broader role in the way in which societies and the communities within them respond to crime.  
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Restorative Justice within the Criminal Justice System 

Restorative justice takes many distinct forms in Canada (Canada Department of Justice, 
2000). It is important to note that restorative justice is not a single program, but is rather an 
approach to responding to crime that can occur at various entry points along the traditional 
criminal justice process from pre-offence to post-release from an institution. Latimer, Dowden, 
and Muise (2005) identified five points in the process where an offender might be referred to a 
restorative justice program. These include pre-charge, by way of police referral; post-charge, by 
way of crown prosecutor referral; pre-sentence, by way of court referral; post-sentence, by way 
of corrections referral; and pre-revocation, by way of parole officer referral (Latimer et al., 2005, 
p.129). Other points in the process have been identified, such as during the period of time before 
an offender is released on parole, statutory release, or sentence expiry (pre-release) and at a time 
during an interpersonal dispute before an offence has even occurred (pre-offence) (Canada 
Department of Justice, 2000). However, some commentators (Walgrave, 2008) argue that any 
dispute resolution that occurs before the commission of a crime should be viewed as distinct 
from restorative justice. The diagram below illustrates the various points in the criminal justice 
process where restorative justice referrals may occur. Following the diagram is a brief 
description of restorative justice options at each referral point. 
 
Figure 1: Referral points for restorative justice along the criminal justice process 
 

 
 
Pre-Offence: Although argued by some to be separate from restorative justice, the restorative 
justice philosophy can be used to encourage community members who are involved in conflicts 
to seek out mediation and other alternative dispute resolution processes. A pre-offence referral 
might occur in a school setting or could occur as a result of community policing contact with one 
or both parties to a disagreement. Ideally, these restorative justice practices at this stage would 
prevent conflicts from escalating into criminal violations. 
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Pre-Charge: The pre-charge stage is the most common point of entry into a restorative justice 
program. As a result of the requirement within the Youth Criminal Justice Act (YCJA, 2002) for 
police to consider extra-judicial measures as an alternative to charges or a warning, restorative 
justice referrals at this stage often involve youth offenders. However, referrals at this stage may 
also involve adult offenders. Generally, referrals at this stage are made by police for less serious 
offences. The RCMP currently encourages community programs at this stage to adopt the 
Community Justice Forum (CJF) model for managing appropriate cases referred from police.  
 
Post-Charge: Crown counsels have also been referring offenders to restorative justice 
approaches after they have been charged. In cases where matters are successfully resolved 
outside the courts, charges may be suspended. Referrals at this stage may also include more 
serious offences in addition to lesser offences. Referrals from Crown counsels are often made to 
the same community restorative justice programs that accept referrals at the pre-charge stage. 
 
Pre-Sentence: After a trial in which an offender has been found guilty, a referral to a pre-
sentence restorative justice approach may occur. This approach may be in the form of a 
sentencing circle, where those affected by the crime (victim, offender, supporters, and 
community members) meet with justice system officials (lawyers, judge, and police) to 
recommend an appropriate sentence. This type of approach allows those involved to express 
themselves and have input into the process for reparation. Restorative justice at this stage may 
allow victims to receive more restitution and may also provide offenders with more support from 
the community (Canada Department of Justice, 2000). Support for using restorative justice at this 
stage is often drawn from changes made to the sentencing principles of the Criminal Code of 
Canada (1985), including ss. 718(e) and (f), which emphasize that the goals of sentencing are to 
provide reparations to victims and communities as well as to promote the taking of responsibility 
on the part of the offender. Furthermore, s. 718.2(e) requires judges to consider all other 
reasonable sanctions alternatives to imprisonment for all offenders, but with particular attention 
paid to aboriginal offenders.  
 
Post-Sentence: Restorative justice programs exist in the correctional setting while an offender is 
serving his/her sentence. These programs may be offered to both incarcerated offenders and 
those who are serving a non-custodial sentence in the community. These programs intend to 
provide healing for victims and improve the chances of rehabilitation and later successful 
reintegration of offenders. There are a variety of programs that serve victims and offenders at 
this stage in the criminal justice process. Corrections Service of Canada (2011b) offers Victim 
Offender Mediation Programs post-sentence to provide a safe meeting between offenders and 
their victims. B.C. Provincial Corrections offers post-sentence programs as well (BC Victim 
Services and Crime Prevention Division, 2010). There are some post-sentence restorative justice 
programs that are specific to circumstances of First Nations people, and there are also some 
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programs designed to allow victims to meet with offenders who did not victimize them 
personally, but who have committed a similar offence to the one from which they suffered.  
 
Pre-Release: For offenders nearing the end of their sentence or the end of the custodial portion 
of their sentence, it is important for their successful reintegration to be accepted back into the 
community. Restorative justice approaches prior to release allow the community and the victim 
to have a more inclusive role in the release process. An example of a pre-release restorative 
justice practice is the community-assisted hearing offered by the Parole Board of Canada for 
First Nations offenders and community members. While not all of these programs are more 
inclusive of victims than the traditional parole hearing, community-assisted hearings in British 
Columbia provide victims the opportunity to express themselves as full participants rather than 
simply reading a victim-impact statement (Canadian Resource Centre for Victims of Crime, 
2011). 
 
Pre-Revocation: A restorative justice approach may be taken to deal with behaviour that would 
constitute a breach of a parole condition that would otherwise lead to parole revocation. These 
programs may be preventative, as in cases where high-risk offenders receive support and 
guidance from a group of volunteers from the community who create an environment that 
promotes successful reintegration. An example of this type of program is the Circles of Support 
and Accountability program (Canadian Resource Centre for Victims of Crime, 2011; Wilson, 
Huculak, & McWhinnie, 2002). Other approaches may be used when an offender breaches 
his/her conditions as an alternative resolution to parole suspension. The Restorative Justice 
Options to Parole Suspension program is one such avenue for applying alternatives to sending a 
paroled offender back to prison (Wilson et al., 2002). 
 
Research Support for Restorative Justice 

In the 1990s and into the first decade of the 21st century, restorative justice was 
considered innovative and even “experimental” (Nicholl, 1999). Until a robust body of 
international research had been produced, the arguments for and against restorative justice were 
largely theoretical and speculative. While critics and supporters still debate over the theoretical 
appropriateness of restorative justice, particularly for dealing with more serious interpersonal 
crimes, the research data that are currently available allow for a more informed discussion of 
whether or not restorative justice approaches are worthwhile additions and alternatives to more 
traditional and retributive, legal-based, adversarial criminal justice systems. While 
methodological issues inherent in studying restorative justice (primarily the self-selection of 
offenders and victims due to the requirement for voluntary participation) make interpreting the 
body of evidence challenging, much of the evidence from restorative justice approaches at 
various stages along the criminal justice process has indicated that these programs produce 
results that exceed those of the traditional justice system.  



 7 

While some of the goals of restorative justice approaches include a variety of concepts 
that may be difficult to measure quantitatively, researchers have tried to determine whether or 
not these programs “work”. To do this, programs have been evaluated by comparing the 
outcomes of the process to those of the traditional criminal justice system. Efforts to evaluate 
restorative justice programs around the world have generally focused on outcomes related to 
three general measures: 1) re-offending rates on the part of participating offenders; 2) rates of 
compliance with restorative justice agreements; and 3) participant satisfaction with the process. 
Some larger evaluations (Miers et al., 2001; Shapland et al., 2008) have also assessed the costs of 
running restorative justice programs and the estimated savings from lower re-offending rates. 
While it is arguable that these types of measures do not capture all of the true intended goals of 
restorative justice, these measures are those that are often of concern for the general public and 
policy makers and other non-restorative justice practitioners in the criminal justice system, and 
thus they may carry greater weight in influencing skeptics about the promise of restorative 
justice approaches (Gabbay, 2005). 

In terms of reducing recidivism, the evidence is promising, though not conclusive. A 
number of earlier studies indicated that restorative justice results in moderately superior 
reductions in recidivism relative to the traditional justice system. A meta-analysis of different 
restorative justice practices including data on 11,950 youth offenders demonstrated that the 
average reduction in re-offending for restorative justice groups was .26 standard deviations 
higher than for comparison groups (Bradshaw & Roseborough, 2005). Another meta-analysis 
(Latimer et al., 2005) of a variety of restorative justice programs for both adults and youth found 
that restorative justice programs had a more modest effect size of .07. In both meta-analyses, a 
large majority of the studies found that restorative justice programs resulted in lower recidivism 
rates than the control programs (65% in Bradshaw and Roseborough, 2005; 72% in Latimer et 
al., 2005). A large evaluation of restorative justice schemes in the United Kingdom (Shapland et 
al., 2008) also found that offenders who participated in restorative justice had statistically 
significantly fewer convictions in the two years following the process. However, although the 
evaluation found that restorative justice participants were also less likely to be re-convicted in 
the two years following their participation, the result was not statistically significant. A recent 
meta-analysis of only research meeting rigorous inclusion criteria by Sherman, Strang, Mayo-
Wilson, Woods, and Ariel (2014) found that offenders randomly assigned to restorative justice 
conferencing generally had lower rates of re-arrest or re-conviction. Although the differences in 
each individual study included in the meta-analysis (found to be between 7% and 45% fewer re-
arrests or re-convictions) were not necessarily statistically significant, the aggregated difference 
found through the meta-analysis was statistically significant. In total, the evidence does not 
appear to suggest that participation in restorative justice will necessarily have a profound effect 
on all offenders, but may contribute to reducing reoffending more so than often occurs through 
the avenue of the criminal justice system. As Robinson and Shapland (2008) argue, a short event 
like a restorative justice conference should not be expected to act upon and ‘cause’ changes to re-
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offending, but that in taking responsibility, feeling remorse, and apologizing to the victim, the 
process encourages and allows offenders to make the decision to desist from crime. 

The body of research supports the contention that restorative justice approaches are better 
able to get offenders to comply with restitution orders. The meta-analysis from Latimer et al. 
(2005) found that, although there were only a few studies that compared compliance with 
restitution orders between restorative justice participants and controls, offenders who 
participated in restorative justice programs were statistically significantly more likely to comply. 
The effect size was large as well (average of .33), indicating that restorative justice participants 
were much more likely to comply than were those offenders from control groups. In a review of 
restorative justice outcomes, Menkel-Meadow (2007) reported the compliance rates from a 
number of programs studied, and none were below 75%, all showing higher compliance rates 
than their comparisons. The literature indicates that not only are victims more likely to receive 
financial compensation from restorative justice approaches than from the court process, but 
offenders are also much more likely to present an apology to the victim (Gabbay, 2005). 

One of the primary claims of restorative justice programs is that victims and the 
community become included in the process and the focus is taken off the offender’s needs. 
Research comparing restorative justice to the existing criminal justice system has therefore 
measured the satisfaction level of participants to determine whether people feel that their needs 
are better met through restorative justice approaches. According to the meta-analysis by Latimer 
et al. (2005), studies have shown that, on average, victims and offenders are more satisfied with 
the restorative process than the traditional legal process. Of the thirteen programs that were 
included in the meta-analysis, only one (a post-sentence program) found that victims and 
offenders were less satisfied with the restorative process. Shapland et al. (2007), in their 
evaluation of restorative justice schemes in the United Kingdom, found victim and offender 
satisfaction rates to be between 80% and 90% in the weeks following their conferences, which 
remained above 75% nine months later. The schemes in the United Kingdom dealt with the 
crimes of serious adult offenders among other crimes. Research on the RCMP’s CJFs was found 
to have very high levels of satisfaction among participants (98% expressed at least moderate 
satisfaction and 87% expressed that they were quite or very satisfied; Chatterjee, 1999). 
Participants in the CJF also found the process and outcome to be fair, particularly for victims 
(Chatterjee, 1999). In general, the literature suggests that both victims and offenders find the 
restorative justice process more satisfactory and fairer than the traditional criminal justice system 
(Gabbay, 2005). 

Despite the evidence that most studies have found restorative justice programs to achieve 
better outcomes for victims and offenders than the traditional justice system, some researchers 
have focused on the weaknesses of programs and cases in which victims were dissatisfied with 
the process (Choi, Bazemore, & Gilbert, 2012). In the portion of cases in which victims find the 
restorative justice process dissatisfying, the reasons usually fall into one of the following 
categories: careless application of the restorative justice process; a lack of preparation and/or 
information for victims; perceived lack of sincerity on the part of offenders; and a power 



 9 

imbalance between the victim and offender (in both directions) (Choi et al., 2012). The potential 
for problems exists for restorative justice programs for all cases, but commentators suggest the 
risk is much higher for cases involving intimate partner violence, sexual assaults, and offences of 
older youth or adult offenders against children (Cameron, 2005; Cossins, 2008). There is also a 
growing perception that, despite the principles of restorative justice, programs are becoming 
more offender-focused (Choi et al., 2012). Findings from Shapland et al. (2008) indicated that 
despite the collection of data on a wealth of demographic variables, it was not possible to predict 
which types of offenders would achieve the best results from restorative justice. Similarly, it is 
not known conclusively which victims will get the most out of restorative justice or even feel 
comfortable participating (Wenzel, Okimoto, Feather, & Platow, 2008). 

The cost-effectiveness of restorative justice practices has yet to be confirmed, as there are 
a number of methodological issues cited that make estimating the costs and savings of restorative 
justice challenging (Carreira Da Cruz, 2010). Shapland et al. (2008) found that some of the 
restorative justice schemes in the United Kingdom achieved more savings as a result of reduced 
reconvictions than the costs of the programs, however, because these schemes were in addition to 
the existing criminal justice process and not diversions from it, the schemes all represented 
additional costs to the system. These schemes functioned in ways that are different from the 
majority of restorative justice programs around the world, which rely on volunteer facilitators 
and function as diversions from particular stages of the criminal justice system. Miers et al. 
(2001) found that only one of the schemes they studied could be considered cost-effective based 
on reducing re-offending rates. The finding for the cost-effective scheme was generally based on 
the fact that it involved more serious adult offenders whose prevented crimes, in the cases of 
lower recidivism rates, were valued higher due to their seriousness (Miers et al., 2001). These 
studies have recognized that their cost-effectiveness estimates have been unable to provide a 
monetary value to increased level of satisfaction reported by victims (Miers et al., 2001; 
Shapland et al., 2008).  

 

Background 

Restorative Justice in the RCMP 

In the 1990s, the RCMP adopted and promoted restorative justice through the use of the 
CJF model. This model was an adaptation of the Family Group Conference model that had been 
observed by an RCMP member in Australia. Viewing the model and its underlying philosophy as 
consistent with the national community-policing strategy of the day, the organization adapted it, 
began training members in the process, and offered it to communities as an alternative response 
to offending (Deukmedjian, 2008). The CJF model is the restorative justice approach that is 
championed by the RCMP across Canada. It has been the “RCMP Model” since it was adopted 
in 1997. Since this time, the CJF and the philosophy behind it have almost exclusively been the 
RCMP’s method of doing restorative justice. Therefore, for many within the RCMP familiar 
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with its use of restorative justice, restorative justice and the CJF will likely be considered one 
and the same. 
 Despite the initial support from RCMP national leadership and the Government of 
Canada in the late 1990s and a positive evaluation of the CJF programs across Canada 
(Chatterjee, 1999), restorative justice along with the national community policing strategy fell 
out of favour (Deukmedjian, 2008). Although CJFs are still occurring across Canada, the 
withdrawal of support described by Duekmedjian (2008) has jeopardized the sustainability of 
restorative justice programs within policing strategies. Perhaps in contrast to the trend in other 
divisions, in “E” Division, restorative justice has been actively spread across the province of 
British Columbia through the use of the CJF model and training offered by the “E” Division 
program to community-level program facilitators. While restorative justice exists in other 
divisions, “E” Division is unique for the strength of CJF-based programs and the emphasis on 
helping to spread and bolster these programs across the province through training. The “E” 
Division program has also been important for restorative justice within the RCMP nationally, 
revising the national restorative justice guide and designing training materials, as well as 
providing training and support to other divisions. While there may have been an overall decline 
in the official support for restorative justice in the RCMP since the late 1990s, “E” Division’s 
Restorative Justice Program has been very active in British Columbia and across Canada, 
providing leadership to ensure that restorative justice remains a viable alternative for 
communities to respond to crime.  
 
The Need for a Review of “E” Division Restorative Justice Program 

At the end of 2011, the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program was staffed with two 
personnel: the Program Director, a full time RCMP corporal, and a part time temporary civilian 
employee trainer. The work done by these employees through the RCMP had been instrumental 
in growing restorative justice across British Columbia. As a result of training and support offered 
through the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program, many community-level restorative justice 
programs were established and able to work together with their local RCMP detachments to 
provide restorative justice within their communities. In the summer of 2011, the anticipated loss 
of program personnel and questions coming from “E” Division senior management prompted 
CPS to conduct an initial review of the program. The review was intended to document the work 
being done, identify the challenges facing the program, and provide recommendations for the 
future to ensure a capacity to respond with a succession plan in the event of personnel changes. 

 
The initial review was guided by the ten specific questions outlined below. 
 
1. What is restorative justice and what are its goals? 
2. What are various stages in the criminal justice process where restorative justice can fit? 
3. What does the evidence say about RJ? 
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4. How does restorative justice fit within the context of the RCMP Act, the RCMP National 
Strategic Plan, the "E" Division Strategic Plan, and "E" Division CP&PSS' Strategic 
Plan? 

5. What is the RCMP's current involvement in restorative justice nationally and 
divisionally? 

6. Are the current activities of the "E" Division Restorative Justice Program congruent with 
the roles of the police as outlined in legislation and existing strategies? 

7. What information exists to support the efforts of the “E” Division Restorative Justice 
Program? 

8. What other agencies/groups/organizations perform a similar function related to 
restorative justice as the "E" Division Restorative Justice Program? 

9. What are the potential missed opportunities or services that currently exist because of the 
current focus or capacity of the "E" Division Restorative Justice Program? 

10. What would be the negative consequences of changing the "E" Division Restorative 
Justice Program’s focus or capacity? 
 
The initial review proved informative, highlighting both the amount of work that exists 

for the limited resources and the amount of information related to restorative justice both internal 
and external to the RCMP in British Columbia that was unknown. It became clear that, with 
limited program resources and personnel, there was a need to prioritize key activities and to 
determine the appropriate direction and role of the program for the future. Additionally, the 
information needed to determine the best course of action for the RCMP program was either too 
limited or lacking entirely. As a result of the inability to adequately inform decisions about the 
future of the program with the information available, the decision was made to continue to 
review the program with an expanded scope. 

 
Findings from the Initial Review 

The initial review revealed many positive findings regarding restorative justice in general 
and the work of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program. The review found that restorative 
justice in British Columbia was increasingly becoming an effective and viable justice option for 
many communities. Without the benefit of a robust effort, information indicated that there were 
more than 50 community non-profit and government programs providing services in 
communities across the province. The majority of these communities are policed by the RCMP, 
and indeed, the RCMP was thought to have been a major reason for the spread and success of 
restorative justice in many of these communities, with over 1,000 people having received 
training in the CJF model for little or no cost. A previous survey (Curtis, 2008) had indicated that 
the majority of programs were using the CJF model to respond to crime. Additionally, evaluative 
research, though often suffering from methodological limitations like self-selection bias, has 
demonstrated that restorative justice, at many stages in the justice process, can benefit victims, 
offenders, and communities. While not universal, research comparing measures of satisfaction, 
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of payment of restitution, and of recidivism have often shown better results for restorative justice 
than for traditional criminal justice system approaches. The little research available about the 
CJF model (Chatterjee, 1999; Chatterjee & Elliott, 2003; Mirsky, 2005; Munro, 2004) also 
suggested that this restorative justice practice produced many benefits for participants. 

However, despite the amount of evidence pointing toward its potential for successful 
application and its availability in many communities, restorative justice is under-utilized in 
British Columbia and in Canada. It can be argued both that restorative justice is not used enough 
and that, even in communities where it is used, it is often not being used in for all cases where it 
is an appropriate option. The limited research about police and general public perceptions of 
restorative justice has indicated that most do not know a lot about restorative justice. What 
limited public opinion information exists, suggests that the general public have only limited 
support for restorative justice, mostly for minor offending of youth offenders (Bliss & Crocker, 
2008). Additionally, while restorative justice may have been well supported in the late 1990s, 
more recently many governments have demonstrated relatively little support.  

The review found that promoting restorative justice is congruent with the RCMP 
Strategic Framework at the national and divisional levels, fitting well within National RCMP 
Strategic Priorities and addressing objectives at the divisional level, such as crime prevention, 
crime reduction, and community policing. Moreover, the RCMP’s core values are largely 
reflected in the principles of restorative justice. However, while the RCMP has certainly been a 
contributor, there was not enough information available to come to a conclusion on what the best 
level of involvement is for police in restorative justice going forward. Police at the detachment 
level are forming partnerships with local community-level restorative justice programs, in many 
cases with support and guidance from the “E” Division program. Frontline members are making 
referrals to these programs, but there has been more emphasis from “E” Division on training 
community facilitators than there has been on encouraging members to make more frequent and 
diverse referrals. At both the detachment and division levels, the RCMP has been supportive of 
restorative justice, providing spaces within detachments for programs to function and providing 
opportunities for training that connects volunteer facilitators with frontline members. In some 
select cases, RCMP members are themselves becoming trained and actively participating in 
restorative justice processes in neutral or support roles and as facilitators. Additionally, many 
within the larger restorative justice community in the province view the RCMP as having taken a 
lead position. These commentators point to the facts that the organization has branded its own 
model, and some detachments have developed their own police-run programs. “E” Division is 
viewed by some to be in a strong position to use the RCMP’s considerable influence to build 
support, change policies, and provide structure for restorative justice. 

 
Future Options from the Initial Review 

The initial review demonstrated that the number of positions within the “E” Division 
Restorative Justice Program was insufficient to meet the necessary demand for training and 
handling other service requests while addressing the other needs identified. Additionally, the 
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program had no existing succession plan to facilitate the transfer of the vast amount of 
experience and knowledge possessed by the program personnel. It was also predicted that the 
capacity of the program would be greatly reduced by the retirement of the Coordinator / Support 
Trainer and the Program Director. Both issues have arisen, and the program is now staffed by a 
new Program Director. The E” Division Restorative Justice Program is now unable to provide 
the level of service described in the initial review and will continue to struggle to meet the 
current needs of both community programs and detachments. One suggested option for the future 
of the program was to add one or more positions to help enhance the capacity of the program to 
meet the current needs and expectations and continue to grow restorative justice in British 
Columbia and across Canada. However, given the fiscal environment of debt reduction, such an 
option involving full-time staff is unlikely.  

While there was not enough information to determine whether maintaining a lead role is 
the most appropriate for the RCMP, it was clear that stepping back from some leadership 
activities, particularly related to training, may have negative consequences for community 
programs in the short term. One of the options outlined in the initial review was to reduce the 
emphasis of the “E” Division program on training community program volunteers, and place 
more attention on helping these programs become more self-sufficient while also encouraging 
frontline support for restorative justice through increased referrals. Such a role was seen as both 
effective and appropriate, but the challenges were clear. Many community programs rely heavily 
on volunteers, which can result in high levels of turnover and the need for ongoing training and 
support. Levels of funding for community restorative justice programs were viewed as too low, 
producing a need for in-kind assistance such as no-cost training within the community. The “E” 
Division Program had taken on this role, creating dependence and high expectations on the 
RCMP. There was obvious concern from many stakeholders that a portion of programs, 
particularly from smaller communities, would not otherwise be able to afford to have trained 
facilitators and staff, which would severely limit their ability to continue to provide service.  

Another option was to attempt to build greater awareness and support for restorative 
justice among partners and the public to begin to transfer some of the critical leadership activities 
to others. However, there was also concern over who else is in the position to offer the support 
these programs need. At the time of the initial review, support from the levels of government was 
not indicative that this would be an easy solution. Although the recent report on justice reform by 
Cowper (2012) has emphasized restorative justice and the BC Ministry of Justice’s White Paper 
(2013) have made commitments of further support and the exploration of opportunities for 
expansion, it is unclear at this time in what ways these commitments will take shape and whether 
the actions will result in greater public awareness and support. Additionally, there has been little 
from the Government of Canada to suggest that restorative justice is going to be among future 
criminal justice priorities. 

The final suggested option was to conduct a large scale evaluation of the “E” Division 
Restorative Justice Program. The review argued that an evaluation would provide further 
understanding of whether or not the program was achieving its goals, where improvements were 
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needed, and what could be done to maximize its effectiveness. Additionally, it was suggested 
that if positive results were found from a large scale evaluation of community programs using 
the CJF model, it may provide a starting point for building greater levels of support for 
restorative justice among government partners and the public. Such an evaluation was 
recognized to be a time consuming and costly activity that would require multiple methodologies 
and the input and support of various stakeholders.  

 
Activities Resulting from the Initial Review 

In response to the challenges outlined in the review, the Crime Prevention Services took 
steps in line with three of the four identified options. With the impending retirement of the 
Coordinator / Support Trainer, the program reduced the number of CJF facilitator trainings 
offered, and the Program Director made additional efforts to focus his attention on improving 
referral practices of frontline members and building a capacity for CJF facilitator training to be 
offered by others experienced in restorative justice. This effort to train additional trainers, 
including some RCMP regular members, is anticipated to enhance the training capacity of the 
program and free up the role of the Program Director to concentrate on addressing other program 
needs. While not increasing capacity to the same extent as would an additional full-time or even 
part-time position, having additional trainers available in various regions of the province could 
enhance capacity while minimizing some of the negative effects of refocusing the program 
toward activities other than training. Additionally, similar to the option of a large-scale 
evaluation, the decision was made to conduct another review of the program, emphasizing robust 
methodologies and a broader scope, but focusing more on determining a clear and appropriate 
role for the RCMP within restorative justice in British Columbia as opposed to assessing 
empirically whether or not the program works. 
 

The Purpose of the Major Program Review 

This report is the product of the major program review that followed the initial review. 
The purpose of the major program review can be broken into three main objectives. The first 
objective was to describe the current state of restorative justice in BC with a specific focus on the 
RCMP’s Program. The goal was to gather substantial information about what is happening with 
regard to restorative justice across the province, who is involved, and what is being achieved. 
This objective was set in order to situate the RCMP and the “E” Division Restorative Justice 
Program within the larger context of restorative justice in the province. 

The second objective was to determine what the ideal structure for restorative justice is in 
British Columbia and identify how the RCMP should fit within that structure. While the term 
ideal was recognized as a subjective an unachievable standard to set, and one very difficult to 
define, this objective was meant to identify factors that would contribute to maximizing the 
potential for restorative justice to benefit communities in British Columbia. This objective was 
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used to establish, through theory, best practice, and the opinions of those working in restorative 
justice around the province, what could be described as the best situation or structure for 
restorative justice. This objective was set in order to provide a future state against which to 
compare and understand the current state of restorative justice in the province as well as to 
inform a future vision for the program. 

Finally, the third objective was to use the information gained through the previous parts 
of the review to examine the current reality and put forward options and recommendations about 
the role and future vision for the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program. This objective 
represented the recognition that, for a variety of reasons, the ideal situation described through the 
accomplishment of the second objective may not be one in which the actions needed to 
accomplish it would fall within the purview of the “E” Division program. As such, this objective 
was meant to fully inform decisions about the future of the “E” Division program and identify 
the steps needed to achieve the most appropriate role and vision for the RCMP in British 
Columbia. 

The overarching purpose of the major program review is to obtain enough quality and 
reliable information to determine what the role of the RCMP should be and what changes need to 
be done to get there. Determining a clear and appropriate role for the RCMP, as the provincial 
police force, is an important but difficult task. Balancing the various activities will prove to be a 
challenge for the organization. Our timing is also important as we are still in need of a strong 
succession plan to account for recent personnel changes within the program. Additionally, with 
recent increased attention on restorative justice and an increasing profile, the results of this 
review will enable the RCMP to be in a much better position to work with government and other 
stakeholders in the future to optimize the use of restorative justice in British Columbia. 

 

Scope and Methodology 

 Whereas the initial review looked generally at 10 broad questions about the “E” Division 
Restorative Justice Program, the current major program review was initially guided by 76 key 
questions related to the “E” Division program, restorative justice practices in British Columbia, 
and concepts of restorative justice in general. See Appendix B for the list of key questions that 
guided the design of the review methodologies. From these original 76 key questions, seven 
different research methodologies were designed to address them. These seven methodologies 
included:  

• a descriptive analysis of community restorative justice programs, based primarily from a 
survey of community programs and existing data from the Government of British 
Columbia; 

• a descriptive analysis of the RCMP’s involvement in restorative justice in British 
Columbia, based on in-depth interviews with Detachment Restorative Justice Liaison 
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Members, data from PRIME BC, and existing survey data on perceptions of RCMP 
members;  

• a public opinion survey to capture public perceptions of restorative justice; 
• a literature review of research on the theories and best practices related to restorative 

justice;  
• in-depth interviews of key stakeholders including those involved in restorative justice 

from other police forces, academics and researchers, government partners, and highly 
experienced restorative justice practitioners and trainers;  

• a comparison group evaluation of recidivism rates of community restorative justice 
programs; and  

• a review of existing RCMP “E” Division restorative justice policy 

Early in the planning process, the public opinion survey was removed from the review. Then, 
prior to undertaking the review, the key guiding questions and six remaining methodologies were 
presented to an advisory group of stakeholders who provided feedback and guidance (See 
Appendix A). There was an early plan for an outside research team to conduct the evaluation of 
recidivism rates, but logistical issues and time restraints necessitated that this design was also 
dropped from the review. Additionally, since the “E” Division Program has for the past years 
had a strong focus on the CJF Facilitator Training, an evaluation of both the CJF Facilitator and 
Train the Trainer training courses was completed. The final six methodological designs used in 
this review are described in detail below. 

A Descriptive Analysis of Community-Level Restorative Justice Programs in BC 

To address many of the questions related to the first objective, the first design employed 
for the review was a descriptive analysis of the community-level restorative justice programs 
operating in British Columbia. Using the guiding questions, a list of descriptive variables was 
created that together would provide a description of the state of community-level restorative 
justice in the province. From this list of variables, a questionnaire was created. See Appendix C 
for a copy of the survey questions. 

Existing information was used to identify community programs for inclusion in the study. 
This information had either been previously collected by the “E” Division Restorative Justice 
Program personnel, or provided by the Restorative Justice Coordinator from Victim Services and 
Crime Prevention Division of the Government of British Columbia’s Ministry of Justice or the 
BC Aboriginal Justice Strategy Coordinator of the Government of Canada’s Department of 
Justice. An e-mail was sent to all identified community programs to request a telephone survey 
to complete the questionnaire. Effort was taken to make contact with an individual who could 
appropriately represent the community program and answer the questions as accurately as 
possible. In total, information from 67 community-level programs was obtained from the 
estimated 105 programs where contact was attempted, providing a response rate of 64%. 
However, given that community programs are highly susceptible to economic issues that force 
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them to fold, our response rate may be even higher if the estimated number of programs is not 
reflective of the number that are actually currently operating in the province. The information 
collected from the surveys were then entered into a data set using the software Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) for statistical analysis. 

After completion of the survey, several follow-up interviews were conducted with 
selected community programs. The interviews enabled the collection of more detailed 
information about the functioning of the community-level programs, the partnerships formed 
within the community, the challenges the programs face, and the direction these programs would 
like to see restorative justice take in the future. The interviewees were identified using a 
purposive sampling method, selecting a diverse cross-section of the programs that responded to 
the initial survey. A total of 25 follow-up interviews were conducted either in person, over the 
telephone, or via Skype. The questions used to guide the interviews are provided in Appendix D. 
The notes made during interviews were imported into a qualitative data analysis software 
package called NVivo for analysis. 
 
A Descriptive Analysis of the RCMP’s Involvement in Restorative Justice in BC 

The first objective also required answers to questions specific to the use of restorative 
justice by the RCMP in British Columbia. A list of variables to describe police files involving a 
referral to restorative justice was compiled. With the assistance of E Division Crime Analysis 
Section, all the files in which the term “restorative justice” appeared in a police file on PRIME 
BC between September 1, 2011 and August 31, 2012 were identified. A sample of 325 of the 
3,141 identified files were reviewed on PRIME BC and coded using a coding instrument. 
Appendix E contains the coding instrument used to collect data for each of the files identified. 
The data were then entered onto SPSS for analysis.  

Additional data on RCMP members’ attitudes and perceptions of restorative justice were 
provided by an RCMP employee and restorative justice program coordinator who had recently 
done the research for the completion of a Master’s Degree. The data contained information from 
285 RCMP Regular Members, 21 RCMP Reserve Constables, and 76 RCMP Auxiliary 
Constables. The data were also transferred to SPSS for additional analysis. 

To gain more detailed data on the involvement of the RCMP in restorative justice at the 
detachment level, semi-structured interviews were conducted with members at several 
detachments. The interviews addressed some of the key questions from both the first and second 
objectives of the review. A letter was sent out to all detachment commanders in the Division to 
request that they identify a member from the detachment to make contact with the “E” Division 
Crime Prevention Services Research Analyst to arrange an interview. In total, 35 interviews were 
conducted with detachments serving a diverse array of communities from across the Division. 
Importantly, many of the detachments that work closely with a community-level restorative 
justice program and make regular referrals were interviewed. The majority of interviews were 
conducted over the telephone, with the remainder done either in person or through written e-mail 
correspondence. The general questions asked to each detachment representative are provided in 
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Appendix F. The in-person and telephone interviews were recorded and the responses were 
transcribed before being compiled with the other written responses and imported into NVivo for 
qualitative analysis. 
 
“E” Division Restorative Justice Training Evaluation 

Over the course of the review, several CJF Facilitator Training workshops and a Train the 
Trainer workshop were offered by “E” Division Restorative Justice Program personnel. To 
provide baseline data for evaluating the training going forward, data collection instruments were 
designed and implemented. The data were included in the review to answer some of the guiding 
questions about the “E” Division Program and what is being accomplished by the ongoing 
training of police and community facilitators and trainers. 

The training evaluation was based on Kirkpatrick’s four stage model of training 
evaluation (Kirkpatrick, 1998). The model suggests that training should be evaluated by 
assessing the reaction of the trainees to the training, their level of learning, the extent to which 
they perform the behaviour taught after the training, and the overall results that arise from the 
trained behaviour. For the data included in this review, levels 1 and 2 (reaction and learning) 
were assessed for both the facilitator training and train the trainer workshops. Reaction was 
assess through the use of feedback surveys utilizing Likert scale questions related to the level of 
enjoyment, usefulness, and overall satisfaction with various aspects of the training. For the CJF 
Facilitator Training, a pre-test / post-test comparative analysis was used to determine the level of 
learning for the concepts important to the CJF model. For the Train the Trainer, a series of self-
report instruments were used to measure confidence in various training techniques before the 
training, upon completion of the classroom training, and again after participation in the training 
of new facilitators in a group setting. The instruments used for the CJF Facilitator Training are 
provided in Appendices G and H while the instruments used to assess the Train the Trainer 
workshop are provided in Appendices I and J. 

Data were collected from five CJF Facilitator Training workshops and one Train the 
Trainer. Data were collected from 86 trained facilitators and 11 trained trainers. Their responses 
were entered in a SPSS dataset for analysis.  

Literature Reviews of the Theories and Best Practices Related to Restorative Justice 

To ensure that the findings associated to the second objective were solidly based, where 
possible, on theoretical knowledge and best practices, literature reviews were conducted to find 
evidence to answer many of the guiding questions. Research literature was obtained through 
internet searches of research databases and libraries. The literature searches were intended to find 
as much recent and relevant research focusing on the topics identified through the guiding 
questions. Some of the main topics in the search for theoretical research included:  
• the goals and principles of restorative justice; 
• theoretical perspectives to explain how restorative justice reduces recidivism; 



 19 

• explanations for restorative justice success with youth and adults;  
• the theoretical importance of restorative concepts, such as voluntariness, accountability, 

remorse, apology, and forgiveness; and 
• the appropriateness of restorative justice for certain controversial crimes and situations. 
The main topics in the search for research on best practices included:  
• the integration and institutionalization of restorative justice into criminal justice systems 

around the world; 
• evaluation evidence supporting the use of restorative justice for various crimes, 

offenders, and victims; 
• the variety in restorative practices and their entry points from the justice system; and 
• the roles of the police in relation to restorative justice. 
The findings from these literature reviews were combined with the responses to other key 
questions in the interviews with police, community program representatives, and other key 
stakeholders to support the recommendations from this review. 
 
In-Depth Stakeholder Interviews 

For the second objective, drawing conclusions about the ideal structure for restorative 
justice in British Columbia required more than an understanding of theory and best practices. It 
was also important to gather various perspectives from those who have been working in 
restorative justice and have a strong understanding of the strengths of and challenges facing the 
field in the province. To gather these perspectives, in-depth interviews were conducted with 
many individuals identified as key stakeholders for restorative justice in British Columbia. 
 The interviewees were selected through purposive and snowball sampling. The goal of 
sampling was to get a broad and diverse set of perspectives. Interviews were conducted with 
policing partners, restorative justice trainers, academics, and government and criminal justice 
system personnel. The interviews focused on the roles of various positions and organizations 
across the province as well as opinions about what could be improved or done differently with 
regard to restorative justice. A total of 13 in-depth interviews were conducted with external 
stakeholders. Again, the interviews were conducted either in person, over the telephone, or 
through written e-mail correspondence. Appendix K lists the questions that guided the interviews 
with non-police external partners and Appendix L provides the questions that were used to 
conduct the interviews with police partners. The in-person and telephone interviews were 
recorded and the responses were transcribed before being compiled with the other written 
responses and imported into NVivo for qualitative analysis. 

 
Review of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Policy 

 At an early stage in the review process, it became apparent that changes were needed to 
update the Division’s Restorative Justice Policy, Operations Manual Chapter 20.5. At that time, 
changes to the policy were drafted. To address the third objective of this review, a review of the 
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existing and newly drafted “E” Division Restorative Justice Policy was conducted. The process 
involved analyzing the existing “E” Division policy and the drafted changes to the policy to 
ensure that the changes made the policy more congruent with the findings from theory and best 
practice literature and more informed by the other findings from the review. Additionally, 
existing documentation about the role of and vision for the “E” Division Restorative Justice 
Program was analyzed and revisions were suggested to better reflect the overall findings of the 
review. 
 

Report Framework 

The remainder of this report is organized into three sections, each associated to one of the 
main objectives of the review. Focusing on the first objective, Section 1 provides a description of 
what restorative justice currently looks like in British Columbia. It explains the structure of 
restorative justice in the province, provides a detailed description of the number and models of 
community restorative justice programs, describes the RCMP’s involvement in restorative 
justice, and discusses the strengths and challenges of restorative justice in the province. Section 2 
aims to come to a conclusion about what restorative justice should look like in British Columbia. 
This Section addresses the second objective by reviewing literature on the theories and best 
practices of restorative justice and revealing the perspectives of those closely engaged in 
restorative justice in the province. Finally, Section 3 focuses on where the RCMP, the provincial 
police force for British Columbia, should fit in the future of restorative justice in the province. 
This final section takes into account the current reality of how restorative justice is working, 
based on the findings from Section 1, and tries to identify a role for the RCMP in moving 
restorative justice toward the ideal restorative justice system, as identified in Section 2. A 
recommended direction for the future of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program is 
provided in detail in Section 3.  
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Section 1: 

Introduction 

 Restorative justice has been a growing field in British Columbia since the late 1990s. It is 
now a viable option for responding to harms within communities in many of the regions of the 
province. Interest in restorative justice, training and skill building for facilitators and mediators, 
and the awareness of the potential benefits of restorative justice have all improved. Police and 
other criminal justice partners have been building valuable partnerships to provide restorative 
justice in communities, and in some cases, these agencies have established their own programs. 
While not achieving levels of support needed to make restorative justice a main fixture of the 
criminal justice system, restorative justice processes have gained legitimacy, and future criminal 
justice system reforms will likely involve its expanded use. 
 This section provides a broad description of restorative justice in British Columbia as it 
currently exists. It makes use of the survey, interview, PRIMEBC, and other existing data from 
several of the methodologies described previously. As this review is intended to guide the future 
direction of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program, the primary focus will be on the 
community-level programs that provide restorative justice services to the communities of British 
Columbia, the RCMP’s use of restorative justice, and the views of program and police personnel 
who work directly in the field about the strengths and challenges that currently exist. The section 
begins by describing the structure of restorative justice in the province. The description then 
focuses on the community-level programs and the services that they provide. Several trends are 
identified that help to classify the existing programs based on a number of similar factors. Next, 
the focus of the section turns to the RCMP’s Restorative Justice Program in British Columbia, 
identifying trends in the way frontline RCMP members are making referrals and working with 
the local community-level programs. This subsection also provides the baseline data gathered for 
the evaluation of the training offered by the “E” Division program. The section then ends with 
two subsections identifying the strengths and challenges that have been observed. This 
subsection relies mainly on the interview responses of those working closely in restorative 
justice at the frontline.  
 

The Structure of Restorative Justice in BC 

Overview of Restorative Justice in BC 

Restorative justice in British Columbia can generally be described as being made up 
mostly of “grassroots” non-profit groups run by dedicated employees and volunteers committed 
to the restorative philosophy. In fact, most programs rely on volunteers to prepare and facilitate 
restorative justice processes, without which their capacity would be greatly limited. Based on the 
survey data, there is a ratio of nearly 11 volunteers for every 1 paid employee in restorative 
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justice in British Columbia. The majority of these programs provide local level pre-charge 
diversion through referrals from police (Curtis, 2008). While this is the general trend, there is 
actually a broad diversity of programs and a complex structure for restorative justice in British 
Columbia. 

There are several overarching governing frameworks in place that make up the structure 
of restorative justice in the province. Many of the community-level programs fall under the 
Government of British Columbia’s Community Accountability Programs (CAP) framework, 
receiving some funding, guidance, and insurance from the provincial government. Another 
portion of programs provide services exclusively or nearly exclusively to First Nations people 
and communities. Many of these programs fall under the framework of the Aboriginal Justice 
Strategy (AJS). The Federal Government’s Department of Justice and the Government of British 
Columbia have a cost sharing agreement to fund the AJS. The majority of community-level 
programs fall within one or both of these frameworks. 

There are also some government-run programs that are more closely associated to the 
traditional criminal justice system. These programs are run by corrections agencies, the courts, 
municipal governments, the police, or other law enforcement agencies like those with the 
Canadian Department of Fisheries and Oceans or BC Conservation Services. Some, particularly 
police and municipal government programs, offer services at the community level, while others 
function more as an extension of the criminal justice and legal systems. These types of programs 
are more likely to establish professionalized positions to provide restorative justice services than 
are the more grassroots, community-based programs. 

Another smaller group of programs function completely independently from any 
governmental funding structure. These programs may have grown in a grassroots fashion and 
gained stability outside of the other frameworks, forming successful referral partnerships within 
their communities. Some of these programs have established partnerships with criminal justice 
system agencies, taking referrals at various entry points from the system. A detailed look at these 
independent programs reveals two distinct categories: one in which the programs are mainly 
small, volunteer-based programs that operate much like those within the CAP, and one in which 
the programs are more professionalized, operating through contracts with government agencies. 

Finally, an additional element of the structure for restorative justice in British Columbia 
is the recent formation of regional networks. These networks have varying degrees of 
organization and formality, but generally work to provide improved avenues of communication, 
develop communities of practice, and advocate for restorative justice and the needs of the 
programs. Some interviews have suggested that there is a greater need for a unified voice from 
the “restorative justice community”, a role that one or more of these networks could take on 
more actively. 

 
Community Accountability Programs 

 Since 1998, the Government of British Columbia has promoted the use of restorative 
justice in communities across the province through the CAP. This framework was originally 
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established with input from key restorative justice experts and those within criminal justice 
system. Figures from the Government of British Columbia’s Victim Services and Crime 
Prevention Division indicated that there were 45 programs that fell within the CAP at the time of 
the survey, with three representing a branch of a larger program. This represents approximately 
43% of the estimated 105 programs in the province. The survey of community programs 
conducted for this review received responses from all 42 of the programs1, representing nearly 
63% of the responding programs. Because these programs work closely with the police and their 
contact information was easily accessible to the “E” Division Program, responses from these 
programs will be over-represented in the results of this review. However, programs under the 
CAP framework make up the largest group of programs and the actions of the RCMP will largely 
affect them. 
 The CAP provides initial startup funding for programs and allows them to apply for up to 
$2,500 in funding each year. As part of membership in the CAP, programs also receive insurance 
coverage. Additionally, the CAP has covered the costs for recent training sessions for some 
employees and volunteers. To be eligible for membership in CAP, a program must be a 
volunteer-based group, follow the guidelines set out in the Ministry’s Framework for Restorative 
Justice (Appendix M), accept only cases that fall within specified categories of offences, ensure 
criminal records checks are done on all facilitators, and maintain the confidentiality of the parties 
involved (BC Ministry of Justice, 2013). As of 2014, some of the restrictions to the files 
programs under the CAP may accept have been lifted. In general, based on these guidelines, 
programs under the CAP are community-based and rely heavily on volunteers to provide 
restorative justice services that respond to relatively less serious offences referred from police. 
 
Programs Serving First Nation Communities 

 In many ways restorative justice has appealed to First Nations communities that are 
looking for ways to ensure their traditional justice practices can be incorporated into the way 
crime is dealt with in the community. As a result, many organizations and band governments in 
First Nations communities have established justice programs that use restorative principles. In 
British Columbia, 30 of these programs fall under the AJS, a program funded jointly by the 
Federal and Provincial governments (Evaluation Division, Office of Strategic Planning and 
Performance Management, 2011). AJS programs represent about 29% of the programs in the 
province. Responses to the survey conducted for this review were received from 18 of the 
programs, meaning they are slightly under-represented in the findings from the survey. There are 
also 3 AJS funded programs that also receive funding under the CAP. 
 The AJS began in 1991 as the Aboriginal Justice Initiative, a pilot project to support the 
use of community-based programs to provide justice services to First Nations communities 
(Evaluation Division, Office of Strategic Planning and Performance Management, 2011). The 
project was intended to address the historical and continuing problems associated with First 

                                                           
1 Data from the three smaller branch programs operated under a large program were not collected separately. 
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Nations people being over-represented as victims and offenders in the criminal justice system. 
The initiative was renewed and became the AJS in 1996, and has since grown to provide funding 
for programs in every province and territory. In order to be eligible for funding as a community-
based program, the activities of the program must be clearly linked to the objectives of the AJS 
and must be run by a First Nation band, council, or other organization, a government agency, or 
a non-profit organization. 

The AJS provides funding up to a maximum of $500,000 for community-based programs. 
According to an evaluation report from the Department of Justice’s Office of Strategic Planning 
and Performance Management (2011), most programs take on diversion or alternative measures 
for non-violent offences and those of lesser seriousness, but there are programs that accept cases 
at all entry points from the criminal justice system. The AJS also provides funding for capacity 
building which can be used to fund training, evaluation, and development of community-based 
programs. While relatively well funded, the AJS can only provide funding to a limited number of 
programs, and therefore, not all programs that provide services to First Nations communities fall 
within the AJS framework. 

Government-Run or Criminal Justice System Programs 

There are a number of government-run programs in British Columbia, some that are 
community-level and others that are embedded within the criminal justice system or other 
systems and processes. Federally, Corrections Service Canada uses restorative justice within the 
province of British Columbia through their Restorative Opportunities program (Corrections 
Service Canada, 2012). Within the Government of British Columbia, restorative justice processes 
are used by Corrections Branch, the Ministry of Child and Family Development, and other 
agencies (BC Victim Services and Crime Prevention Division, 2010). At the municipal level, a 
number of programs have been established by municipal governments, often working closely 
with the police. 

Given that the RCMP does not provide referrals directly to programs offered by 
departments of the Federal and Provincial governments, these programs were not included in the 
community program survey. An accurate estimate of the number and sizes of these types of 
programs is not available. As for the community-level programs, 17 surveyed programs were run 
by municipal or band governments or other governmental agencies. Of those 17, only 3 were not 
also within the CAP or AJS frameworks. 

Independent Programs 

The survey conducted for this review revealed that 7 of the 67 programs were not funded 
under the CAP or AJS frameworks and were not government-run programs. These independent 
programs cover a wide variety of models and although most receive referrals from the police, 
some receive referrals from other criminal justice system agencies. Given their lack of 
connection to the major frameworks that allow for stronger relationships with others, these 
independent programs are likely more under-represented than programs from other categories.  
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Networks 

There are several regional networks or collaborations established in British Columbia. 
Networks, some formal and others informal, have been set up in the Vancouver Island region, the 
Lower Mainland, the Thompson Valley, the Fraser Valley, the Okanagan Valley, and in the 
Kootenays. The more formalized collaboratives have regular meetings and formalized plans and 
strategic visions. These groups act to both improve communication and collaboration between 
restorative justice programs and provide a stronger voice for lobbying on particular relevant 
issues. Additionally, there is a provincial group RJBC, which was established after a 2010 
Restorative Justice Conference in Abbotsford. The RJBC group has a website providing up to 
date information on events and ways to contact other programs. It also allows individuals to 
subscribe to receive updates though an e-mail mailing list. 

While not asked specifically about these networks in the surveys or interviews, it is clear 
from our data that communication with other programs is both important and something that 
many would like to see improved even further. Nearly 80% of programs responding to the survey 
indicated that they receive support from other restorative justice programs. Some programs try to 
participate in more than one of the networks, and many programs report that these networks 
provide a vital connection to other programs that allows for sharing of best practices and the 
development of collective positions to advocate for restorative justice in the province. 
Additionally, these networks help to build relationships between programs and the individuals 
involved. Those programs that are not connected have expressed that they would see benefit to 
being more closely connected to other programs. Importantly, many of the interviewees saw a 
need for a greater role to be played by these networks to address some of the key challenges 
facing restorative justice across British Columbia. 

Additional Support and Training 

 Restorative justice practitioners and indeed the communities of British Columbia are 
fortunate that there are a number of options for knowledge and skills training within the field of 
restorative justice in the province. However, while, for example, the CAP framework requires 
that all volunteers are adequately trained in order to participate in restorative justice, there are no 
provincially established criteria for what counts as adequate training. The training available to 
those wishing to work within the restorative justice field ranges from a few days of training 
workshops to certificate programs lasting a year or more. There are some organizations that offer 
training around the province to those who are interested in improving their skills, while some 
community-level programs provide their own specific training to their volunteers to prepare them 
for their program-specific requirements. Some of the organizations that provide training and 
support include: 
• the RCMP “E” Division Restorative Justice Program; 
• the Justice Institute of British Columbia; 
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• Simon Fraser University, through its Centre for Restorative Justice and its Continuing 
Studies programs; 

• BC Community Justice Initiatives; and  
• other private and community-program specific training.  
Often the people from these organizations and programs are those that others look to for 
guidance and support in their own practices. 

Training came up as an important theme throughout the interviews. When asked about 
what additional support besides funding their program needs, training outnumbered all other 
responses. Although British Columbia is fortunate to have many training options available, the 
large majority of respondents expressed a desire for greater access to training on a broad array of 
topics and skills. Having adequate training for facilitators is critical for them to offer services, 
and therefore, having affordable, timely, and applicable training is one of their primary concerns. 
Also, some programs emphasized the importance of having training with recognized certification 
or accreditation, as it not only gives them confidence in their facilitators, who are often 
volunteers, but also builds credibility externally.  
 According to Morrison and Pawlychka (2012), there have been three major practices in 
restorative justice in British Columbia that have intersected to create the restorative justice 
landscape as it is today. These include Victim-Offender Reconciliation, Sentencing and 
Peacemaking Circles, and Family Group Conferencing. Victim-Offender Reconciliation in 
British Columbia can be traced back to the first case of restorative justice in Canada and has 
been strongly linked with Mennonite groups. Sentencing and Peacemaking Circles stem from the 
use of this type of practice by the Canadian judiciary in the Yukon, trying to include aspects of 
Aboriginal traditional justice into the way the legal criminal justice system responded to 
offenders from First Nations communities. The Family Group Conferencing practice originated 
in New Zealand and was adopted by police in Australia before it was also adopted by the RCMP 
in Canada. Today, these are the dominant restorative justice practices in use around the province, 
and, generally, the organizations that provide training and support do so within one of these three 
practices. For example, the RCMP’s CJF is an adaptation of the Family Group Conferencing 
model, and the RCMP provides training and support specifically in this model. Other 
organizations, such as the long established BC Community Justice Initiatives, provides training 
that is more rooted in the Victim-Offender Reconciliation practice. While the various programs 
both at the community level and within government agencies may not adhere strictly to these 
practices, it is likely that they have received training and support in at least one. 

It is apparent from the interviews that there has been tension, or at very least the 
perception of tension, between some organizations and programs based on practice. While not 
divisive enough to create obvious factions within the restorative justice “community”, there does 
appear to be loose networks in which certain programs rely more strongly on information 
sharing, training, support, and guidance from other organizations and programs based on their 
use of specific practices. Having regional networks and greater opportunities to collaborate 
appears to have helped to overcome some of the negative tensions that may have existed in 
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earlier years. The tension may now be better described as creative and even beneficial to moving 
restorative forward on many important issues.  Still, some respondents suggested that further 
communication will be required within the field to resolve some of the most important issues in 
order for practitioners to provide a stronger or unified voice with which to advocate for 
restorative justice. 

Restorative Justice in the Communities of BC 

In many ways, the community-level programs in British Columbia share similarities based 
on how they fit within the structure described above. In fact, while certainly not standardized in 
the way they function, most programs can be fit generally into one of a small number of models. 
This subsection describes the trends in the field of community-level restorative justice in British 
Columbia providing a detailed picture of what currently exists. It begins by describing and 
differentiating the programs based on quantitative factors, such as the number of referrals, the 
number of personnel, the size of and source of budgets, and the interrelationship between these 
variables. The subsection then describes the various themes in the characteristics of programs 
such as what processes they use and how, the entry points at which they accept referrals, how 
they choose to take or refuse a referral, how they define their jurisdiction, and what typical 
resolutions look like. The subsection ends by analyzing the characteristics of the various 
programs to identify specific models in use and then drawing comparisons between them. This 
information not only provides an important picture of the field in which the “E” Division 
Program functions, it also provides data against which to compare findings from later analyses of 
the theories and best practices in restorative justice. Such a comparison can be useful for guiding 
RCMP members in their dealings with the various community-level restorative justice programs. 

Programs by the Numbers 

Most programs operating in the province are relatively small in terms of the number of 
referrals taken, the capacity of the programs to take referrals, the number of people involved, and 
the amount of funding received. There are, of course, some programs that have grown to be quite 
large and take on many referrals. However, with most of these measures, the majority of the 
programs are on the lower end of the scale with a small number of programs that have broken the 
mold. 
 
Referrals and Capacity 

Table 1 below provides a distribution of the programs by the number of referrals and their 
maximum referral capacity. The average number of referrals received in a year by a community-
level program in British Columbia is 57. There is however, a broad range, with some programs 
not regularly receiving any referrals in a year and others receiving 300. Almost 30% of programs 
received on average 1 referral per month or fewer. Over half of the programs receive 3 or fewer 
referrals on average per month. There are, however, over 10% of programs that receive more 
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than 10 referrals on average per month, including three large programs that receive more than 20 
referrals on average per month. 

 
 

Table 1: Annual Referrals and Maximum Referral Capacity 
 

  ≤ 12 13 - 24 25 - 36 37 - 48 49 - 60 61 - 72 73 - 84 85 - 96 97 - 108 109 - 120 121+ 

 Annual 
Referrals  
(n = 63) 

18 
(28.1%) 

8 
(12.5%) 

7 
(10.9%) 

6  
(9.4%) 

5  
(7.8%) 

3  
(4.7%) 

3  
(4.7%) 

2  
(3.1%) 

3 
(4.7%) 

2 
(3.1%) 

7 
(10.9%) 

Referral 
Capacity  
(n = 64) 

7 
(11.1%) 

5  
(7.9%) 

7 
(11.1%) 

5  
(7.9%) 

8 
(12.7%) 

2  
(3.2%) 

2  
(3.2%) 

3  
(4.8%) 

8  
(12.7%) 

4 
(6.3%) 

12 
(19.0%) 

 
 
Supporting what was heard anecdotally in the previous review, most programs report that 

they have the capacity to take more referrals. Notably, the number of very small programs that 
can take 1 or fewer referrals per month on average is down to 11% from 28%. While more than 
half of the programs report that they can handle only 5 referrals or fewer per month on average, 
almost 20% report that they could take more than 10 referrals per month on average. Compared 
to the average of 57 referrals per year that programs currently get, their average maximum 
capacity is 89 referrals per year. Over a quarter (26%) of all programs are receiving less than half 
the number of referrals that they report they have the capacity to take, with another 22% 
reporting receiving half the number of referrals they can take. Another 30% receive referrals at 
more than half capacity but less than their maximum, while about another 22% receive as many 
referrals as they have capacity for. 
 Table 2 provides a comparison of the various program frameworks based on the referral 
levels as a percent of their maximum capacity. CAP-funded programs are currently the most 
under-utilized, while the government-run community-level programs not under the CAP or AJS 
framework are operating on average closest to their maximum referral capacity. On average,  
 
Table 2: Average Percent Capacity of Community-Level Programs by Framework 
 

CAP (n = 38) 57% 

AJS (n = 14) 75% 

Both (n = 3) 81% 

Government - Not CAP or AJS (n = 3) 90% 

Independent (n = 5) 36% 

Contract-based independent (n = 1) 100% 
All programs (n = 64) 63% 
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community-level programs are only receiving referrals at 63% of their capacity. Of the reported 
capacity of 5,625 annual referrals from the responding programs, taken together, these programs 
receive referrals at approximately 64% (3,621), leaving space for nearly 2,000 more referrals per 
year. 

It should be noted that it is not the goal of all programs to receive referrals to put them at 
100% capacity. In some cases, programs may consider themselves to be operating at optimal 
capacity. Therefore, the measure of maximum capacity provided by respondents and the finding 
that programs are receiving only 64% of their capacity should be interpreted  as an 
approximation. However, whether or not it would be realistic to expect that the programs could 
collectively accept another 2,000 referrals annually, it is fair to conclude that restorative justice is 
under-utilized and that most programs would welcome a greater number of referrals. 
 
Employees and Volunteers 

Table 3 provides the distribution of programs by the number of employees, volunteers, 
and monthly hours. In terms of personnel, most programs are small, relying on few paid 
employees whose efforts are augmented by the use of volunteers. On average, the programs in 
British Columbia have 1.5 paid employees and receive 173.5 hours of paid work each month. 
One third of all programs indicated on the survey that they have no paid employee positions and 
rely completely on volunteer hours. Also, not all programs use full-time positions. In fact, the 
average paid employee works approximately 112 hours per month, and 42% of the programs 
with paid employees reported the average monthly hours per employee less than 120, or 30 hours 
per week. Overall, less than 30% of the community-level restorative justice programs in British 
Columbia have the equivalent monthly paid hours of two or more full-time employees at 120 
hours per month. 
 
Table 3: Distributions of Number of Employees, Employee Hours, Volunteers, and Volunteer Hours 
 

 
0 1 2 3 4 5+ average sum 

Employees  
(n = 67) 

22 
(32.8%) 

20 
(29.9%) 

11 
(16.4%) 

7 
(10.5%) 

1 
(1.5%) 

6 
(9.0%) 1.5 103 

 0 < 120 < 240 < 360 < 480 480+ average sum 
Monthly 
Employee hrs 
(n = 65) 

22 
(33.8%) 

9 
(13.8%) 

15 
(23.1%) 

9 
(13.8%) 

4 
(6.2%) 

6 
(9.2%) 173.5 11278 

 0 1 - 12 13 - 24 25 - 36 37 - 48 48+ average sum 
Volunteers 
 (n = 67) 

5 
(7.5%) 

33 
(49.3%) 

15 
(22.4%) 

9 
(13.4%) 

1 
(1.5%) 

4 
(6.0%) 16.7 1121 

 0 < 120 < 240 < 360 < 480 480+ average sum 
Monthly 
Volunteer hrs 
(n = 66) 

5  
7.5%) 

48 
(72.7%) 

7 
(10.6%) 

3 
(4.5%) 

1 
(1.5%) 

2 
(3.0%) 80.2 5290 
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In order to provide the restorative justice services to communities, most programs 
supplement their paid employees with volunteers. As was previously presented, volunteers 
outnumber paid employees in the programs at a ratio of 11 to 1. Only 5 of the responding 
programs indicated that they did not use volunteers. For the remaining programs, most are 
fortunate in having dedicated volunteers to provide facilitation and other services. On average, 
programs have almost 17 volunteers, with over half of all programs reporting that they have 10 
or more volunteers providing service for them. However, due to the nature of volunteerism, the 
average number of hours of volunteer time per month is much less than those of paid employees. 
In total, volunteers contribute on average of 80 hours per month per program, with the average 
volunteer contributing just less than 5 hours per month. Although likely performing different 
functions for the program, the data provided indicate that the average paid employee provides 
monthly hours almost 24 times that of the average volunteer. This means that only 20% of 
programs have enough volunteers on average to provide the equivalent work time of a single 
additional paid employee. 

When comparing the employee and volunteer data between the various structural groups, 
there are some notable patterns. Table 4 provides the average number of employees and 
volunteers per program for each structural group. The CAP-funded programs are much more 
reliant on the use of volunteers, with an average of less than 1 employee per program and over 
21 volunteers per program. In fact, more than half of the CAP-funded programs have no paid 
employees. The AJS programs show the opposite trend, having nearly 3 paid employees on 
average per program and 8.5 volunteers per program, with no programs relying solely on 
volunteers. The programs that receive both CAP and AJS funding fall between the two groups on 
both variables. The government-run programs that are neither CAP nor AJS funded each rely on 
a single employee and relatively few volunteers. Those programs considered independent have 
an average of just over 2 employees per program and more than 13 volunteers per program. 
However, there appears to be two distinct groups within the independent category, with two 
programs that have multiple paid employees or contractors and no volunteers, and the remaining 
5 programs having either no or less than a single full-time paid employee and an average number 
of volunteers more similar to CAP-funded programs. 
 
Table 4: Average Number of Employees and Volunteers per Program by Framework 
 

 
Employees Volunteers 

CAP (n = 39) 0.89 21.13 

AJS (n = 15) 2.90 8.53 

Both (n = 3) 1.67 17.00 

Government - Not CAP or AJS (n = 3) 1.00 8.33 

Independent (n = 7) 2.14 13.29 

 



 31 

Funding 
  As might be expected by the finding with regard to the number of employees and the use 

of volunteers, many of the programs are operating with relatively small budgets. Overall, the 
average annual budget for a community-level program in British Columbia is $75,361.78. This 
average, however, is the product of having distinct groups of programs: a large group that 
receive very little funding, another smaller group with funding just enough to support a single 
employee, and another relatively large group that is much better funded. Table 5 shows the 
distribution of programs by annual budget. More than a quarter of the programs have a budget of 
only $2,500 or less. The $2,500 represents the amount provided by the CAP and the programs 
with the lower levels of funding are largely CAP-funded programs. There is a large level of 
variability in the budgets of programs otherwise. Relative to many of the CAP-funded programs, 
AJS programs and those that fall within both frameworks are well funded. There are, however, 
some CAP-funded programs that operate with large budgets. Government-run programs operate 
with budgets that are just enough to cover their single paid employees. Again, as was found 
previously, the independent programs show two distinct groups, with one group operating with 
larger budgets from contracts and the other receiving little to no funding. 
 
Table 5: Distribution of Program Annual Budgets by Framework 
 

 
< $2,500 < $25,000 < $75,000 $75,000+ 

CAP  
(n = 37) 

15 
(40.5%) 

5 
(13.5%) 

7 
(18.9%) 

10 
(27.0%) 

AJS 
(n = 15) 

0 
(0.0%) 

1 
(6.7%) 

4  
(26.7%) 

10  
(66.7%) 

Both 
(n = 2) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

2 
(100%) 

Government 
(n = 3) 

0 
 (0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

2  
(66.7%) 

1 
(33.3%) 

Independent 
(n = 5) 

2  
(40.0%) 

2  
(40.0%) 

1  
(20.0%) 

0 
 (0.0%) 

Contract-based 
independent 
(n = 2) 

0  
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

2  
(100%) 

Total (n=64) 
17 

(26.6%) 
8 

(12.5%) 
14 

(21.9%) 
25 

(39.1%) 
 
 
There are a number of sources of funding for the programs. CAP funding is received by 

approximately 61% of responding programs and AJS strategy funding is received by 
approximately 27% of responding programs. Additionally, 37.5% of programs indicated that 
they received municipal funding either as their sole form of funding or in addition to other 
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funding sources. Similarly, 37% of programs receive additional provincial funding, while 31% 
receive grants or other contracts. Only about one fifth (22%) of programs do fundraising, 
although 30% receive donations from private donors. 

 
Program Characteristics 

Governance 
In terms of the governance of programs, there are four main categories with which to 

classify how programs are run. Approximately 42% of all programs surveyed reported that their 
program is a not-for-profit society. Another 21% of programs surveyed reported that they are a 
program of a larger organization. For example these organizations may be large national groups 
like Boys and Girls Club of Canada or the John Howard Society. Other organizations are specific 
to the city, but offer more programs than just restorative justice. Programs from these two 
categories often rely on volunteers, but many also have a small number of paid employees. In 
rare cases, these programs do not use volunteers. There is a group of 24% of programs that are 
actually operated within the municipal or band government structure. These programs are run by 
paid municipal or band employees, sometimes working with volunteers. Additionally, about 13% 
of programs operate as a group of only volunteers. 
 
Entry-Points and Processes 
 Restorative justice programs operating at the community-level in British Columbia are 
primarily involved in pre-charge restorative justice. Of those programs that responded to the 
survey, 97% accepted referrals for pre-charge restorative justice from police. This is indeed the 
most common entry point from the criminal justice system. Only 36% of programs reported that 
they accept referrals for offenders post-conviction, and 19% of programs accept referrals for 
offenders who have been released on parole. Data were not specifically collected about post-
charge referrals from Crown counsels. Table 6 shows the number of programs within each 
framework category that take referrals at each of the entry points from the criminal justice 
system. As the table demonstrates, there is little variation in whether a program accepts pre-
charge referrals depending on the structure category, since nearly all programs accept pre-charge 
referrals. However, it is apparent that programs under the AJS framework are much more likely 
than programs from other structure categories to accept referrals post-conviction and post-
release.  

Programs accepting referrals at the pre-charge stage were asked to indicate whether they 
used one of four types of restorative processes with the option to indicate other processes used. 
The CJF is the most commonly used process for pre and post-charge restorative justice in British 
Columbia, with 84% of community-level programs conducting some restorative processes 
through this model. Other types of conferencing are used by 33% of programs. Victim Offender 
Mediation or Reconciliation is used by 44%, while other approaches, commonly Peacemaking 
Circles, are used by 58% of programs. Processes that do not result in a formal resolution are also 
used by 52% of programs. Overall, 76% of programs use more than one type of process for pre  



 33 

  
Table 6: Proportion of Programs from Each Framework Accepting Referrals at Various Entry Points 
 

 

Pre-Charge Post-Conviction Post-Release 

CAP (n = 39 38 (97.4%) 8 (20.5%) 1 (2.6%) 

AJS (n = 15) 15 (100%) 13 (86.7%) 10 (66.7%) 

Both (n = 2) 3 (100%) 2 (66.7%) 1 (33.3%) 

Government – Not CAP or AJS (n = 3) 3 (100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Independent (n = 5) 5 (100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Contract-based independent (n = 2) 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 

Total 65 (97%) 24 (35.8%) 13 (19.4%) 
 

or post-charge restorative justice. Of the 16 programs that use only one a single process, 15 of 
them use the CJF model.  
 At the post-conviction stage, no process stands out as more common than others. Again, 
four options were specifically included with the option for programs to indicate additional 
processes used. Almost 15% of programs indicated that they used some type of conferencing for 
post-conviction restorative justice, while over 13% of programs indicated that they used Victim 
Offender Mediation at this stage. Community-assisted parole hearings, prior to release, were 
only used by 2 programs (3.0%). A more substantial number of programs (22.4%) indicated that 
they use other approaches at this stage. These other processes mainly include peacemaking 
circles, healing circles, and other practices that incorporate traditions from the local First Nation 
community. Again, for those programs that provide post-conviction restorative justice, the 
majority (55.5%) use more than one process. 

There were also a number of processes used at the post-release stage by the few programs 
that provide restorative justice at that entry point. Conferencing at this stage is less common, 
used by only 3 (4.5%) of all programs. There are 7 (10.4%) programs that use Circles of Support 
and Accountability at this stage, and 5 (7.5%) programs that use Victim Offender Mediation. 
Again, more programs (9; 13.4%) provide post-release restorative justice by using another type 
of process, such as reintegrative circles, healing circles, and traditional First Nations practices. A 
slight majority (53.8%) of programs conducting post-release restorative justice use more than 
one process. 

When all of the processes used at the various entry points from the criminal justice system 
are added together, we can see that many programs offer restorative justice on a broad level. 
Table 7 shows the average number of processes used by programs from each of the structured 
framework categories. It is most notable that AJS programs use a greater array of processes than 
do other programs, perhaps because they not only accept referrals throughout the criminal justice 
process, but also find ways to combine restorative practices with the traditional justice processes 
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of their communities. When describing the processes used, most interview respondents stated 
that they either use one of the three common practices described by Morrison and Pawchlychka 
(2012) or modify the practices somewhat to suit what they see as unique needs of their 
communities. Some programs explained that they allow a large amount of input from the 
participants to guide the practice used. Others indicated that the processes are mostly the same, 
but the preparation may be unique to their situations. Programs providing services to First 
Nations communities often make use of elders to incorporate traditions specific to the cultures of 
those they serve. Most programs explained that, while they primarily used one process, having 
the option to use multiple models provided flexibility to meet the needs of different clients, and 
in some cases to “go deeper” with a process for some cases. 
 
Table 7: Average Number of Restorative Processes per Program by Framework 
 

CAP (n = 39) 2.85 

AJS (n = 15) 6.47 

Both (n = 3) 5.33 

Government 
-not CAP or AJS (n = 3) 

3.00 

Independent (n = 5) 2.00 

Contract-based 
independent (n = 2) 

3.70 

Total (n = 67) 2.64 
 
 
Services for Victims and Offenders 

 Based on debates and discussions in restorative justice around whether processes are more 
focused on offenders or victims, some data were collected to explore this concept in British 
Columbia. In the interviews, there was obvious thought given by program coordinators about 
balancing the needs of offenders and victims in order to avoid being focused one way or the 
other. Many respondents reported that their programs made considerable effort to support all 
participants and their supporters in a “balanced” or “holistic” way. Others were more focused 
one way or the other. A small number of programs stated that they are specifically victim-
focused, emphasizing that their programs are intended to repair the harm done. The programs 
indicated that they provide an opportunity for the victim to steer the process to suit their needs. 
Other programs recognized that they are more offender-focused, often as a result of the fact that 
they receive referrals primarily from police, their referrals mostly involve less serious offences in 
which the victim may have fewer needs than the offenders, or they feel that preventing 
recidivism is the primary goal of their program. There were a few respondents that indicated they 
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would like their programs to have a greater level of focus on victims, but were unsure of how to 
do so within their current situations. 

From the quantitative data collected through the survey of community-level programs, 
there is support for the qualitative information provided by coordinators during interviews. 
Without exception, all programs responded that they conducted interviews with offenders and 
victims prior to engaging in a restorative justice process. All but three programs (95.5%) 
reported conducting follow-up interviews or other contact with victims, while all programs 
reported doing follow-up with offenders. These preliminary and follow-up interviews were 
generally in person or over the telephone, the former to collect information and prepare 
participants, and the latter to ensure needs are met and the agreement is being monitored, or to 
obtain evaluative feedback on the process. Not only does this suggest good practice in the 
province on the part of facilitators, it suggests equal concern for the well-being and futures of 
both offenders and victims. 

Additionally, many programs provide services to offenders that may aid with the 
restorative process. Nearly all programs (97%) refer offenders who come to their program to 
other types of community programs available. More than 40% of programs also provide for 
mentorship opportunities for youth or adult offenders. More than three quarters (77.6%) of 
programs also offer restorative processes that do not involve the victim, such as community 
accountability panels or through the use of surrogate victims. The surveys and interviews did not 
explicitly question programs about the use of restorative justice for victims without offenders 
present. Therefore, it is unclear whether these data might suggest that there is somewhat of a 
focus or priority placed on responding to the needs of offenders restoratively than on responding 
to the needs of victims.  

Perhaps one fact that may be leading to the perception that programs are largely offender-
focused is that nearly all accept referrals from police after the commission of a crime. Table 8 
shows the number of programs that receive referrals for criminal cases from various sources. 
With the exception of 2 programs, all community-level programs receive police referrals. 
Moreover, 94% of programs receive referrals from the RCMP. Other police forces provide 
referrals to 21% of programs. In addition to police, 51% receive referrals from Crown counsels, 
and 27% receive referrals from correctional agencies. Outside the criminal justice system, more 
than two thirds (67%) of programs receive referrals from schools, and 64% receive referrals 
about criminal matters from other sources, such as victims themselves. 
 

Table 8: Sources of Referrals to Community-Level Restorative Justice Programs  
 

  RCMP Other Police Crown Corrections Schools Other 

Yes 94% 21% 51% 27% 67% 64% 

No 6% 79% 49% 73% 33% 36% 
 



 36 

Accepting Referrals 
In general, most programs have relatively few criteria that would cause them to refuse 

referrals from police. Most are willing to accept both youth and adult offenders, with only a 
single program limiting referrals to only adults and 6 others that accept referrals for only youth 
offenders. When asked about other factors that would limit their acceptance of referrals from 
police, almost every program indicated that they would not accept a referral if the offender did 
not admit to the offence (95.3% would not accept a youth referral; 98.3% would not accept an 
adult referral) or if the offender would not participate voluntarily (98.4% would not accept a 
youth referral; 96.7% would not accept an adult referral). The only other criterion that was 
generally considered by most programs was that of the seriousness of the offence. If an offence 
was considered to be too serious for their level of training, 83% of programs would refuse to 
accept the referral, both for youth and adult referrals. 

The majority of programs indicated that they would not refuse a referral for another of the 
other reasons provided. Only 33% of programs would refuse a referral from police if there was a 
power imbalance between the victim and an adult offender, with 28% indicating they would 
refuse if there was a power imbalance between a victim and a youth offender. No other reason 
was indicated by more than 15% of programs, including refusing to accept the referral if the file 
in question would not otherwise be recommended for charge. Table 9 provides the breakdown 
for each criterion provided to the programs for both youth and adult referrals. 

The data suggest that programs are taking on referrals with a broad array of characteristics. 
Although in most cases, as referral data from PRIME will demonstrate, most of the offences are 
considered to be less serious, the fact that programs have relatively few limiting criteria suggest 
that they are not the cause of most of the limitations. In fact, over half of the programs surveyed 
(51.5%) indicated that they are currently receiving referrals for more serious cases, and more 
than two thirds (68.7%) of programs indicated that they can take on more serious cases. More of 
the programs within the AJS framework are accepting serious cases than are other programs. 
CAP-funded programs, even those that also received AJS funding, are much less likely to accept 
serious cases. The majority of independent and government-run programs without the CAP 
criteria are accepting serious cases. While there was likely no consensus on what counted as 
serious and “more serious”, the operationalization of the term included offences such as breaking 
and entering, assaults above common assault, sexual offences, robbery, drug offences above 
simple possession, weapons offences, and other offences resulting in serious bodily harm or 
death. It can be assumed that many programs would interpret “more serious” offences to be 
either the more serious offences within the categories 3 and 4 prescribed within the CAP 
framework and/or those in categories 1 and 2, but this cannot be confirmed and is a limitation to 
the survey. 

The data suggest that programs are taking on referrals with a broad array of characteristics. 
Although in most cases, as referral data from PRIME will demonstrate, most of the offences are 
considered to be less serious, the fact that programs have relatively few limiting criteria suggest 
that they are not the cause of most of the limitations. In fact, over half of the programs surveyed 
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Table 9: Reasons Programs Refuse to Accept Youth and Adult Referrals 
 

Reason for Refusal 
Programs that would 
refuse a Youth Referral  
(n = 64) 

Programs that would 
refuse an Adult Referral  
(n = 60) 

If the offender had a previous negative 
contact with police 

1 
(1.6%) 

1 
(1.7%) 

If the offender had a previous conviction 
5 

(7.8%) 
8 

(13.3%) 
If the offender had previously gone through 
a restorative justice process 

4 
(6.3%) 

4 
(6.7%) 

If the offence involved violence 
11 

(17.2%) 
7 

(11.9%) 
If the offence is too serious for the 
organization's capacity and/or training 

53 
(82.8%) 

51 
(85.0%) 

If the police would/could not forward a 
charge against the offender for the offence 

5 
(7.8%) 

7 
(11.7%) 

If there is a power imbalance between the 
victim and offender 

18 
(28.1%) 

20 
(33.3%) 

If the offender is a member of a cultural 
minority group and the victim is not 

0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

If the offence occurred against an immediate 
family member 

4 
(6.3%) 

4 
(6.7%) 

If the offender refuses to admit guilt 
61 

(95.3%) 
58 

(98.3%) 
If the offender is not participating 
voluntarily 

63 
(98.4%) 

58 
(96.7%) 

 
(51.5%) indicated that they are currently receiving referrals for more serious cases, and more 
than two thirds (68.7%) of programs indicated that they can take on more serious cases. More of 
the programs within the AJS framework are accepting serious cases than are other programs. 
CAP-funded programs, even those that also received AJS funding, are much less likely to accept 
serious cases. The majority of independent and government-run programs without the CAP 
criteria are accepting serious cases. While there was likely no consensus on what counted as 
serious and “more serious”, the operationalization of the term included offences such as breaking 
and entering, assaults above common assault, sexual offences, robbery, drug offences above 
simple possession, weapons offences, and other offences resulting in serious bodily harm or 
death. It can be assumed that many programs would interpret “more serious” offences to be 
either the more serious offences within the categories 3 and 4 prescribed within the CAP 
framework and/or those in categories 1 and 2, but this cannot be confirmed and is a limitation to 
the survey. 
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Location and Jurisdiction 
 Surveyed programs were asked how their programs were located within the communities 
they serve. Table 10 shows the breakdown by location for the 67 surveyed programs. The most 
common response was that the program was located within a police building, either the main 
police building or a community policing office. A quarter of the programs were located in some 
type of government building, with a single program reporting that they were located within a 
school. A similar number of programs were located in a private office of a non-profit 
organization. Additionally, approximately 10% of programs were otherwise located. 
  
Table 10: Distribution of Programs by Office Location 
 

Police detachment/CPO 24 (35.8%) 

Other Gov Building 17 25.4%) 

Non-profit Office 18 (26.9%) 

School 1 (1.5%) 

Other 7 (10.4%) 

 
 
 More detailed information about the communities each program serves and how they 
establish their jurisdiction was collected through the interviews. Commonly, because programs 
received their referrals primarily from the RCMP, the jurisdiction of the program was viewed as 
matching that of the local RCMP. Less commonly, some programs matched their catchment 
areas to school districts. In other cases, city limits of the communities served were used to 
delineate the boundaries for service, perhaps as a result of the source of funding. Often, programs 
serving small rural communities provided service to multiple communities, sometimes covering 
large geographic areas. While rationale was rarely provided, it is likely that smaller programs 
will provide service to a number of smaller communities in a way that enables them to receive 
more referrals while balancing the challenges inherent in the traveling between communities 
required by volunteers and participants.  
 
Resolution Agreements 
 Program representatives were asked to provide some detailed information about the 
agreements that result from the restorative processes used in their programs. While every process 
is different and specific to the case, the agreements are largely similar. Almost all agreements 
result in some type of apology, often formal and sometimes written and published anonymously 
in the local newspaper. While it is apparent that many programs are uneasy with money 
exchanges, restitution is also a common inclusion in an agreement. Perhaps as a consequence of 
the predominance of youth offenders as clients of restorative justice programs, educational 
components, such as writing essays, researching related topics, and/or making presentations to 



 39 

younger students were commonly listed by program representatives. Community service hours or 
working for the victims were also listed as common parts of agreements, with many interviewees 
stating that there are concerted efforts made to ensure any service activities are meaningful to the 
offender or take advantage of an offender’s strengths. Programs did mention that community 
service requirements can be a challenge due to the availability of opportunities. Some programs 
have the connections to community resources to make other services available as options for 
agreements. 
 Most program representatives discussed the lengths of agreements, indicating that the 
preference is for agreements to be completed within a relatively short time. Often interviewees 
referred indirectly to the requirement for charges for a summary conviction offence to be laid 
within six months of the offence, which factored into the preference for completing agreements 
within a matter of months. Most programs try to have agreements completed in three months, 
however, many can be completed immediately during the process and others, with more complex 
requirements or delays, can last a year or more. Program representatives were asked to provide 
case studies of agreements they found were particularly beneficial. These case studies were 
vetted and compiled and can be read in Appendix N. 
 Updating the referral source is viewed by the programs as an important component of the 
overall process. Of the programs surveyed, 97% indicated that they update the referral source 
with the status throughout and on the outcome upon completion. Communication is most often 
done informally through e-mail, over the telephone, or in-person when possible. However, the 
majority of programs also provide some kind of formal document to update the referral source. 
Some programs provide a copy of the agreement, while other programs simply complete an 
update report indicating whether or not the participating offender completed the agreement. For 
those program coordinators who work closely with the police and/or have access to PRIME BC, 
these updates are much easier to do. While rare, interviewed members reported that when there is 
the feeling that the investigating officers do not get updated by the program on the status and 
outcome, it reduces trust in the program. 
 
A Detailed Analysis of Community-Level Programs 

When the data are analyzed in more depth, they provide interesting trends and patterns that 
can provide further insights. To conduct this more in-depth analysis, more sophisticated 
statistical analyses were done. Additionally, data from the surveys were combined, manipulated, 
and computed to create new variables to act as standard measures of output, cost effectiveness, 
and efficiency. By determining some of the qualities and characteristics of programs that 
improve their outputs, cost-effectiveness, and efficiency, it may be possible to identify ways in 
which the “E” Division Program can help programs to adopt and optimize these characteristics. 
 
Measures of Output 

Community-level restorative justice programs provide service by resolving cases that are 
referred to them. While not all referrals will result in a completed resolution, completion rates 
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are likely dependent on a number of other factors outside the control of the program and were 
not collected in the survey. Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, referrals, the assessed 
maximum referral capacity, and the level of capacity are used as measures of program output. It 
is also important to recognize that the number of referrals a program receives may be a product 
of the size of the population, since a greater population will likely lead to more incidents that can 
be referred to the program. Therefore, population estimates2 for the communities served by the 
programs were collected and added to the survey data for further analysis. Based on the 
population estimates obtained, there appears to be a positive association between the size of the 
population served and the number of referrals received each year3. To account for this, some 
analyses will use annual referrals standardized per 1,000 population. 

There are some interesting patterns with regard to available personnel and the output 
measures. When analyzing all programs as a group, as the number of employees, employee 
hours, volunteers, or volunteer hours increases, so too does the number of referrals per year and 
the maximum capacity for referrals. These are medium strength correlations and all are 
statistically significant at the .05 level with the exception of the relationship between the number 
of employee hours and the maximum referral capacity4. A stronger relationship exists when the 
total number of combined monthly employee and volunteer hours is correlated with the number 
of referrals per year. The combined hours shows a weaker correlation with the maximum referral 
capacity than with volunteer numbers or hours 5 . This suggests that both employees and 
volunteers contribute to increasing the actual number of referrals that are taken, but that 
coordinators mainly considered the strength of their volunteer corps in estimating the program’s 
maximum capacity. 

  For many programs, the reality is that having even a single full-time paid employee 
would be a luxury. It is then important to identify what, if any benefits occur from having at least 
one employee. Table 11 provides the average number of annual referrals per person (employees 
and/or volunteers), the average number of annual referrals per 1,000 population, and the average 
level of capacity for those programs with at least one paid employee and those without. The 

                                                           
2 2011 Census Profile data from Statistics Canada were collected for each jurisdiction area identified by programs. 
Challenges in matching census data to all communities identified as being served by programs may result in some 
errors in estimating the total population served. Census Profile data were obtained from 
http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/dp-pd/prof/index.cfm?Lang=E.  
3 Correlation between population served by programs and the number of referrals per year: r = .372, p = .003.  
4 Correlation between number of employees and number of referrals per year: r =.367 , p = 0.003; Correlation 
between number of employees and the maximum capacity for referrals per year: r = .280, p = 0.026; Correlation 
between employee hours and number of referrals per year: r = .425, p = 0.001; Correlation between employee 
hours and the maximum capacity for referrals per year: r = .232, p = 0.072; Correlation between number of 
volunteers and number of referrals per year: r = .360, p = 0.003; Correlation between number of volunteers and 
the maximum capacity for referrals per year: r = .537, p <0.001; Correlation between volunteer hours and number 
of referrals per year: r = .369, p = 0.003; and Correlation between volunteer hours and the maximum capacity for 
referrals per year: r = .319, p = 0.012. 
5 Correlation between combined employee and volunteer hours and the number of referrals per year: r = .465, p 
<0.001; and Correlation between combined employee and volunteer hours and the maximum capacity for referrals 
per year: r = .309, p = .0105. 
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comparison demonstrates that those programs with at least one paid employee accept a greater 
number of referrals on average per person providing service for the program. Those programs 
without a paid employee only accept on average 1.4 referrals per person per year, while 
programs with a paid employee accept almost 5 times more referrals on average per person per 
year. The difference between the two groups is statistically significant6. When the comparison is 
done using referrals per population, there appears to also be a difference, but it is not as large and 
is not statistically significant7. The comparison between the two groups by their average level of 
capacity reveals that those programs without paid employees are receiving referrals at an average 
of only 39% of what they assess as their maximum capacity whereas those with a paid employee 
receive referrals at an average of 74% of their maximum capacity. This difference is statistically 
significant8. 

 
Table 11: Mean Number of Referrals per Person, Referrals per Population, and Percent Capacity Level of 
Programs by Paid Employee 
 

  Referrals / person Referrals / 1,000 pop Capacity Level 

Yes (n = 21) 7.05 6.17 39.21% 

No (n = 43) 1.42 2.24 74.08% 
 
 
 
Just as having a paid employee appears to produce some output benefits, having volunteers 

may have more measurable benefits than simply increasing the coordinators perception that the 
program can accept more referrals. Table 12 shows the average number of referrals per paid 
employee for programs with volunteer corps of different sizes. Although there are relatively few 
programs that do not use volunteers, there is a substantial difference in the number of referrals 
per paid employee between those programs with and without volunteers. However, the trends in 
the table do not appear to suggest that there is much if any advantage to having a larger group of 
volunteers as opposed to a smaller one in order to maximize the number of referrals received per 
paid employee. Table 13 shows the average referrals per employee by the ratio of volunteers to 
employees. It suggests that optimal ratio range to receive the most referrals per paid employee is 
between 12 and 24 volunteers for each employee. However, there may be diminishing marginal 
improvements after 12 volunteers. 

Another area to analyze is the number of referral sources. It makes sense that if a program 
can increase the number of sources of referrals, the overall number of referrals will also increase. 
A variable was computed to count the number of referral sources based on a program’s yes and 
                                                           
6 t = 3.41, p =0.001 
7 t = 1.94, p = 0.058 
8 t = 5.178, p < 0.001. 
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Table 12: Mean Number of Referrals per Employee by Number of Volunteers 
 

No Volunteers (n = 5) 16.87 

1 Through 12 (n = 30) 63.05 

13 Through 24 (n = 15) 61.17 

25 Through 36 (n = 9) 41.05 

37 Through 48 (n = 1) 38.00 

49 Through 60 (n =2) 36.43 

61 or more (n =2) 65.75 

 
 
Table 13: Mean Number of Referrals per Employee by Ratio of Volunteers to Employee 
 

No Volunteers (n = 5) 16.87 
12:1 and less (n = 20) 51.05 
24:1 and less (n = 12) 70.16 
36:1 and less (n = 4) 39.00 
48:1 and less (n = 1) 38.00 
60:1 and less (n =1) 67.50 

 
 
no responses to whether they accept referrals from six different sources. A correlation between 
the two variables shows that there is no relationship overall when referrals per year is used, but 
that a weak positive relationship exists when referrals are standardized for population9. This 
suggests that increasing the number of referral sources can improve the number of referrals 
compared to programs from similarly sized communities. This may be particularly important in 
smaller population centres where police referrals are limited. 

Other program characteristics can be analyzed to determine if they influence output 
measures. The number of situations in which a program would refuse a referral was counted and 
aggregated into its own measure to determine if the number of criteria used to select acceptable 
cases had any effect on referrals rates. There does not appear to be any relationship10.  

Similarly, whether a program currently accepts more serious cases may be a possible 
indicator of its likelihood of receiving more referrals. A means comparison shows that programs 
accepting more serious cases do indeed receive a greater number of referrals, but when the 

                                                           
9 Correlation between the number of referral sources and the number of referrals per year: r = .142, p = 0.264; and 
Correlation between the number of referral sources and the number of referrals per year standardized per 1,000 
population: r = .295, p = 0.019. 
10 Correlation between the number of criteria for refusing referrals and the number of referrals per year: r = -.159, 
p = 0.245; and Correlation between the number of criteria for refusing referrals and the number of referrals per 
year standardized per 1,000 population: r = .146, p = 0.289. 
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comparison is done with referral rates per population, the difference disappears11. This likely 
indicates that accepting more serious cases does not actually make a program more likely to 
receive a greater number of referrals, but that larger programs, often from larger population 
centres, are more likely to accept some serious cases along with the large number of relatively 
minor offences that are referred to them.  

The only characteristic that appears to have a notable influence on referral output is the 
number of different processes. The number of restorative justice processes used by programs was 
calculated based on the responses to whether or not they used several identified processes. An 
analysis demonstrates that as the number of processes used increases, so too does the rate of 
referrals per population and the level of capacity12. Interestingly, no such relationship exists for 
annual referrals when not standardized by population13, suggesting that having more process 
options available helps to attract more referrals to the program, but that having more referrals 
overall does not lead a program to become trained in more processes. 

When programs are compared based on their structure framework, more interesting 
findings are observed. Table 14 provides a breakdown of averages for the output measures for 
each of the structure frameworks and again separated by the size of the communities served. 
There are some notable findings from this table. Most notable is that CAP-funded programs and 
independent programs are under-utilized in locations with smaller populations relative to the AJS 
programs. AJS programs appear to be much more able to attract referrals within even very small 
communities, and operate much closer to their maximum referral capacities. In larger population 
centers, CAP-funded programs achieve referrals closer to their capacities and the differences 
between these programs and AJS programs are largely eliminated. Though there are very few, 
government-run programs that are neither CAP nor AJS funded appear to achieve higher 
measures of outputs relative to other programs operating in similar-sized communities. 
 
Cost-Effectiveness and Efficiency Measures 

The output measures used above demonstrate that some programs are better able to bring 
in referrals than are others. While it is important that programs are able to accept more referrals, 
in many cases reducing the number that go through the legal processes of the criminal justice 
system, it is also important that these programs do so finding a balance with resource 
expenditure. Given that there is great variability in amount of funding and human resources 
available to the programs, it is important to determine what characteristics of programs make 
them more cost-effective and efficient. Also, since, for many programs, the costs are directly  
 
                                                           
11 On average, those programs taking more serious referrals received 70.81 referrals per year, while those that do 
not received 35.00 referrals per year: t = 2.508, p = 0.015; however, those program taking more serious referral 
received only 4.16 referrals per year standardized per 1,000 population, while those that do no received 5.61 
referrals per year standardized per 1,000 population: t = -.535, p = 0.596. 
12 Correlation between the number of processes and the number of referral per year standardized per 1,000 
population: r = .464, p <0.001; and Correlation between the number of processes and level of capacity: r = .250, p = 
0.047. 
13 Correlation between the number of processes and the number of referrals per year: r = .063, p = 0.621. 
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Table 14: Referral Output Measures by Structure Framework for Communities of Various Sizes 
 

  

Percent 
Capacity 

Level 
Referrals / 

Year 

Maximum 
Referral 
Capacity 

Referrals / 
Person 

Referrals / 
Employee 

Referrals 
/ 1,000 

pop 
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CAP 40% 10.50 25.00 1.24 22.00 4.73 

AJS 72% 22.50 33.00 5.61 11.27 16.58 

Both 50% 20.00 40.00 1.82 20.00 75.19 

Independent 7% 11.00 210.00 1.20 10.00 3.87 

Total 49% 15.35 50.47 2.81 13.29 12.96 
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CAP 39% 16.25 42.38 1.25 30.00 1.44 

AJS 83% 51.67 78.33 22.62 28.33 6.48 

Both 96% 42.00 44.50 2.31 21.00 6.05 

Total 58% 28.38 51.00 6.35 26.17 3.31 
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) CAP 52% 49.67 104.67 2.25 56.70 1.70 

AJS 65% 85.00 125.00 3.49 20.33 2.07 
Government 
(Not CAP or AJS) 70% 80.00 115.00 20.00 80.00 2.52 

Independent 56% 34.33 66.67 1.48 31.50 1.33 

Total 56% 53.33 100.47 3.44 46.72 1.73 
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 CAP 82% 119.08 145.62 6.65 77.26 1.02 

AJS 84% 94.00 110.00 7.87 49.75 1.10 
Government 
(Not CAP or AJS) 100% 214.50 214.50 19.86 214.50 0.75 
Independent - 
Contract N/A  1.00 N/A 0.20 0.20 0.01 

Total 84% 120.33 149.53 7.89 85.64 0.94 
 
linked to human resources, these measures are likely to be affected by many of the same factors 
and will therefore be analyzed together. 

To come to a measure of cost-effectiveness, the total annual budget was divided by the 
annual number of referrals. This provided a rate of funding per referral. While other activities 
besides facilitating restorative justice upon receiving referrals may also be covered under the 
budget, this provides an approximate measure of the cost per referral. Overall, the average 
amount of funding received per referral for programs in British Columbia is $1,677.33. Given 
that most programs feel they are not receiving referrals at their maximum capacity, program 
assessments suggest that the cost per referral could be as low as $1,113.29. This is low relative to 
legal system costs, which were estimated to be $3,472 in 2008 – 2009 (Evaluation Division, 
Office of Strategic Planning and Performance Management, 2011).  
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Since a previous analysis revealed notable differences between the various structure 
framework categories in how they are funded, demonstrating that AJS programs receive much 
more funding than do other programs, this provides an important starting point for analyzing 
cost-effectiveness. As another previous finding revealed, AJS programs also tend to receive more 
referrals than do other programs, but only for communities with small populations. Table 15 
provides cost-effectiveness measures for programs within each structure framework category. 
CAP-funded programs have, on average, $714.75 of funding for each referral but believe they 
can take more referrals, dropping the average funding to $443.25 per referral. AJS and programs 
receiving both AJS and CAP funding have over $4,000 per referral, although at maximum 
capacity these rates would be lower too. The community-level programs that are government-
run, as a group, appear to have the greatest ability to maximize the number of referrals for their 
funding dollars, with only $408 per referral. These programs at maximum capacity would reduce 
the funding per referral by a little more than $50. Similarly, the group of independent programs 
that do not receive contracts for service have funding at $434.91 per referral and given the fact 
they operate at, on average, 50% capacity, that rate could drop as low as $217 of funding per 
referral. 
 Similarly, dividing the number of working hours in a year (both volunteer and paid) by 
the number of annual referrals provides a measure of efficiency. On average over the year, 
programs use nearly 76 man-hours per referral. This suggests that, on average, a referral would 
take two weeks of full time work for a single employee or volunteer. Table 16 provides the 
average number of man-hours per referral for each of the structure framework categories. Again, 
the government-run programs that are not part of the CAP or AJS appear to be able to handle the 
greatest number of referrals in the least man-hours, with fewer than 14 man-hours per referral. 
This equates to half a week or less of full time work for a single employee or volunteer per 
referral. The CAP programs and independent programs that operate without contract are both 
very similar with 43 and 39 man-hours per referral respectively, slightly more than one week of 
full-time work for a single employee or volunteer per referral. The AJS programs have 181 man-
hours per referral, and the programs that receive both CAP and AJS funding have 107 man-hours 
per referral. These programs have, on average, substantially more time and human resources to 
respond to referrals than do programs from other structure categories. 

 Having paid employees necessarily raises the costs of doing restorative justice, but also 
allows for the consistency in human resourcing to generate and accept more referrals. Within the 
data there appears to be a positive relationship between the number of paid employees per 
program and both the amount of funding per referral and man-hours per referral14. However, the 
relationship appears to be a complex one. Table 17 provides the average funding and man-hours 
per referral depending on the number of employees in the program. Predictably, those programs 
that do not have any paid employees are those that seem to be most cost-effective and efficient.  

 

                                                           
14 Correlation between the number of employees and the amount of funding per referral: r = .313, p = 0.016; and 
correlation between the number of employees and the number of man-hours per referral: r = .424, p = 0.001. 
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Table 15: Mean Cost-Effectiveness Measures by Structure Framework 
 

 Funding / Referral Funding / Max. 
Referral Capacity 

CAP (n = 37) $714.75 $443.25 

AJS (n = 13) $4,522.90 $2,902.04 

Both (n = 2) $4,375.00 $4,317.31 

Government - not 
CAP or AJS (n = 3) 

$408.00 $354.74 

Independent 
(n = 5) 

$434.91 $217.00 

Independent - 
Contract (n = 1) 

$3,000.00 $3,000.00 

Total (n = 61) $1,677.33 $1,113.29 

 
 

Table 16: Mean Efficiency Measures by Structure Framework 
 

  Man-hours/ Referral 

CAP (n = 34)   43.33  

AJS (n = 13)  181.33  

Both (n = 3)  107.33  

Government - not CAP 
or AJS (n = 3)   13.39  

Independent (n = 5)   38.62  

Independent - 
Contract (n = 2)   75.82  

Total (n = 60)   75.62  
 



 47 

This is because most of these programs handle only a small number of referrals (max 40), but, 
due to the fact that they also receive little funding and put in time only when needed, these 
programs appear to offer the greatest value per dollar and time. Of course, as previous findings 
reveal, it appears that programs without employees are generally unable to generate more 
referrals to meet their capacity. So, while programs with no employees are likely to be the most 
cost-effective, this may not be a viable option for programs that wish to accept and generate 
around 50 or more referrals per year. 
 

Table 17: Mean Cost-Effectiveness and Efficiency Measures by number of Employees working in Programs 
 

 
Funding / Referral Man-hours/ Referral 

No Employees (n = 19)  $   259.04  36.83 

1 (n = 20)  $ 1,285.06  56.4 

 2 (n = 10)  $ 3,673.97  127.72 

3 (n = 4)  $ 2,995.20  89.73 

4+ (n=7)  $ 3,269.89  153.37 

Total (n = 60)  $ 1,677.33  75.62 
 
 
Table 18, provides a similar breakdown, to Table 17, but adds an additional layer to show 

the differences for programs receiving different levels of referrals. The new table demonstrates 
that when a program receives greater numbers of referrals, having one employee can achieve 
rates of cost-effectiveness and efficiency similar to those of volunteer only programs. However, 
within the range of referrals received by the programs currently operating in British Columbia, 
the data suggest that cost effectiveness and efficiency only get worse with additional employees. 
This is likely because no programs have reached the point where they receive more referrals per 
year than can be handled by a single employee who is able to effectively engage a large corps of 
volunteers. 

The data also suggest that volunteers may be important for lowering the amount of 
funding per referral as well as the man-hours per referral. As can be seen in Table 19, programs 
with greater numbers of volunteers have lower average rates of funding per referral and man-
hours per referral. However, when correlations are run, no significant relationships exist in the 
data15. Therefore, while it makes sense that having more volunteers makes a program most cost-
effective and efficient, the relationship is more complex. 

                                                           
15 Correlation between the number of volunteers and the amount of funding per referral: r = -.128, p = 0.335; and 
correlation between the number of volunteers and the number of man-hours per referral: r = -.114, p = 0.385. 
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As was previously shown, volunteer-only programs, which generally take relatively few 
referrals, can be very cost-effective and efficient with volunteer time. Similarly, larger programs 
with a single employee achieve similar cost-effectiveness and efficiency. This may have 
something to do with the use of volunteers. Table 20 explores the relationship using the ratio of 
volunteers to paid employees. The table shows that paid employees can be nearly equally as 
efficient if they utilize volunteers at a ratio around 24 or more volunteers to each employee. In 
fact, having no volunteers appears to be more efficient than having a low ratio of volunteers to 
employees. In terms of cost-effectiveness, increasing the ratio of volunteers to employees 
appears to keeps costs per referral lower. While few programs with one or more paid employees 
appear to be able to maintain the cost-effectiveness and efficiency of the small volunteer-only 
programs, it does seem that having only a single employee and making use of large numbers of 
volunteers are keys to doing so. 

Other factors need to be explored and may help to better explain these trends. Since AJS 
programs have the most funding per referral and most man-hours per referral, there may be 
something about these programs that sets them apart. Previous analyses show that AJS programs 
are also more likely to use a greater number of restorative justice processes, accept referrals at 
the post-conviction and pre-release entry points, and accept serious cases. The fact that they take 
on what appears to be a broader range of referrals may provide additional factors to explain this 
trend. 
Correlations of the total number of different processes with both the cost-effectiveness and 
efficiency measures show medium-strength positive associations that are both statistically 
significant16. This may be a result of the complexity of responding to referrals by matching the 
various needs of clients with one of a multitude of process options available or of the additional 
costs and time required to ensure facilitators have training in multiple processes. Alternatively, 
programs that have larger budgets and more time available may simply be afforded the 
opportunity to expand the services provided whereas other programs are not. Furthermore, those 
programs that accept post-conviction referrals (which include all programs that accept post-
release referrals) have statistically significantly more funding and man-hours per referral than 
programs that do not, with $2,731 more funding and 97 more man-hours per referral17. Similarly, 
those programs that are currently accepting more serious cases appear to be much less cost-
effective and efficient than those that do not, although the differences are not statistically 
significant18. 

                                                           
16 Correlation between the number of processes and the amount of funding per referral: r = .290, p = 0.026; and 
correlation between the number of processes and the number of man-hours per referral: r = .397, p = 0.002. 
17 Programs that accept post-conviction referrals have on average $3,528.98 per referral, while programs that do 
not accept post-conviction referrals have on average $797.80 per referral, t = 2.659, p = 0.015; and programs that 
accept post-conviction referrals have on average 141.75 man-hours per referral, while programs that do not 
accept post-conviction referrals have on average 44.98 man-hours per referral, t = 2.770, p = 0.012. 
18 Programs that accept more serious offences have on average $2,150.33 per referral, while those that do not 
accept more serious cases have on average $1,187.74 per referral, t = 1.24, p=0.220; and programs that accept 
more serious offences have on average 95.44 man-hours per referral, while those that do not accept more serious 
cases have on average 57.35 man-hours per referral, t = 1.499, p=0.142. 
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Table 18: Mean Cost-Effectiveness and Efficiency Measures by Number of Employees and Annual Referrals 
 
 
 

  
Funding/Referral Man-hours/Referral 

1-
12

 
 R

ef
er

ra
ls 

No Employees  $      321.69  34.87 
1  $    3,588.61  164.33 
2  $   18,750.00  570.00 
3  N/A  N/A 
4+  N/A  60.00 

13
-2

4 
Re

fe
rr

al
s 

No Employees  $      200.98  47.65 
1  $    1,136.36  92.73 
2  $    7,250.00  146.00 
3  N/A  N/A 
4+  N/A  N/A 

25
-3

6 
Re

fe
rr

al
s 

No Employees  $      258.33  36.00 
1  $      801.89  46.33 
2  N/A  N/A 
3  $    5,628.57  144.00 
4+  $   10,000.00  284.00 

37
-4

8 
Re

fe
rr

al
s 

No Employees  $       62.50  6.00 
1  $    1,216.48  45.95 
2  $    2,996.43  141.75 
3  N/A  N/A 
4+  $    1,600.00  426.67 

49
-6

0 
Re

fe
rr

al
s 

No Employees  N/A  N/A 
1  $    1,820.00  37.20 
2  $    1,150.00  67.60 
3  $    3,380.00  103.20 
4+  $    3,000.00  91.64 

61
-7

2 
Re

fe
rr

al
s 

No Employees  N/A  N/A 
1  $      771.23  23.01 
2  $      941.01  36.86 
3  N/A  N/A 
4+  N/A  N/A 

73
-8

4 
Re

fe
rr

al
s 

No Employees  N/A  N/A 
1  $      977.08  27.45 
2  N/A  N/A 
3  N/A  N/A 
4+  N/A  N/A 

85
-9

6 
Re

fe
rr

al
s No Employees  N/A  N/A 

1  $      966.29  N/A 
2  N/A  N/A 
3  $    1,222.22  73.33 
4+  N/A  N/A 
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97
-1

08
 

Re
fe

rr
al

s 

No Employees  N/A  N/A 
1  $      785.00  33.30 
2  N/A  N/A 
3  $    1,750.00  38.40 
4+  N/A  N/A 

10
9-

12
0 

Re
fe

rr
al

s No Employees  N/A  N/A 
1  N/A  N/A 
2  N/A  N/A 
3  N/A  N/A 
4+  $    1,849.22  78.03 

12
0+

 R
ef

er
ra

ls No Employees  N/A  N/A 
1  $      310.76  10.92 
2  $      501.96  35.22 
3  N/A  N/A 
4+  $    1,320.77  55.20 

 
 
Table 19: Mean Cost-Effectiveness and Efficiency Measures by Number of Volunteers 
 

 
Funding/Referral Man-hours/Referral 

No Volunteers (n = 5)  $ 3,975.89  99.03 

1 Through 12 (n = 28)  $ 1,889.76  95.61 

13 Through 24 (n = 15)  $ 1,254.66  49.58 
25 Through 36 ( n = 8)  $ 1,145.26  53.77 

37 Through 48 (n = 1)  $   657.89  37.89 

49 Through 60 (n =2)  $ 1,271.50  64.27 

61 or more (n =2)  $   426.27  37.23 
 
 

Table 20: Mean Cost-Effectiveness and Efficiency Measures by Ratio of Volunteers to Employees 
 

  Funding/Referral Man-hours/Referral 
No Employees (n = 19) $   259.36 36.83 

No Volunteers (n = 4) $ 3,975.89 99.03 

12:1 and less (n = 19) $ 3,249.69 133.53 
24:1 and less (n = 12) $   997.61 40.01 

36:1 and less (n = 3) $ 1,155.87 51.07 

48:1 and less (n = 1) $   657.89 37.89 
60:1 and less (n =1) $   296.30 40.71 
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 However, when only programs that accept post-conviction referrals are analyzed, a 
comparison between AJS programs and other programs still reveals a substantial difference 
between these groups for both measures, although only the difference in man-hours per referral 
is statistically significant19. When only those programs taking serious cases are analyzed, a 
comparison between AJS programs and other programs also reveals a substantial difference 
between these groups, with the difference in cost-effectiveness being over $4,000 more per 
referral and the difference in efficiency being over one month of full-time working hours more 
per referral20. These differences cannot be explained with the data obtained through the survey, 
but there may be important differences between AJS-funded programs and other community-
level programs that necessitate greater levels of funding and man-hours per referral given the 
wider reaching goals of the strategy. On the other hand, it is also possible that the AJS funding 
scheme needs to be reassessed to enable distribution of the funding to a greater number of 
programs. Of course, without robust evaluative data on the effectiveness of the various 
restorative justice programs in British Columbia, it would be premature to suggest any reduction 
to the funding for any of the programs in the province. 

 
Maximizing Value 

Taken together it appears that those programs that are best able to optimize the measures 
analyzed here did so by finding the appropriate balance of employees, volunteers, characteristics, 
and funding. Finding the right balance depends on the situation of the program, mainly the size 
of the population it serves and the types of cases that it takes. The data seem to suggest some of 
the strategies discussed below are used, but these are just generalizations with few very strong 
findings present. 

Small, volunteer-run programs are the most cost-effective and efficient, but they are unable 
to generate the amount of referrals that they feel they can handle. This is primarily because they 
cannot afford a paid employee, who the data show can increase the number of referrals and bring 
in more volunteers. However, when funding is provided to pay an employee, the cost-
effectiveness is reduced. Of the programs operating in communities with small populations, there 
appears to be those that are underfunded and underutilized yet make the most of what they have, 
and those that are very well funded, which seem to maximize referrals but do so without being 
particularly cost-effective or efficient. Generally, this dichotomy is between AJS-funded 
programs and CAP-funded or independent programs. There are a select few programs within 
both the AJS and CAP that appear to have found a way to achieve a strong balance and could be 
models for other small-scale programs.  

                                                           
19 For the programs accepting post-conviction referrals, AJS programs have on average $4,855.28 per referral, 
while other programs have on average $1,255.34 per referral, t = 1.830, p = 0.085; and AJS programs have on 
average 184.04 man-hours per referral, while other programs have on average 50.10 man-hours per referral, t = 
2.811, p = 0.014. 
20 For the programs accepting serious offences, AJS programs have on average $4,956.21 per referral, while other 
programs have on average $814.19 per referral, t = 2.345, p = 0.043; and AJS programs have on average 203.78 
man-hours per referral, while other programs have on average 41.27 man-hours per referral, t = 2.783, p = 0.021. 
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For programs from larger communities, having one paid employee supported by 12 or 
more volunteers appears to be the best way to maximize the number of referrals, the cost-
effectiveness, and efficiency. While only the largest programs appear to be able to achieve cost-
effectiveness and efficiency levels close to those of volunteer-only programs, it must be 
recognized that in order to provide restorative justice services to larger communities, higher costs 
will have to be assumed. While volunteers are important to keeping costs down and getting the 
most out of paid employees, having a ratio of volunteers to employees that is too high may put 
the program at a risk of having volunteer management take away from other employee activities 
that could better benefit the program.  

It should also be recognized that those programs that broaden the cases they accept, offer 
more restorative justice processes, and accept referrals from more sources are better able to 
generate referrals and meet their capacities. Some of these activities, such as taking more serious 
cases, offering services for post-conviction, and using multiple restorative justice processes do, 
however, appear to increase the costs and reduce the cost-effectiveness and efficiency of 
programs. While these activities provide some explanation for why some programs appear less 
cost-effective and efficient than others, it still appears that these activities can be done cost-
effectively and efficiently. While a lack of funding certainly appears to cause limitations for 
programs, for many programs having a relative abundance of funding does not necessary make 
them better able to provide services than those with leaner budgets. The key for getting the most 
out of community-level restorative justice programs appears to be in finding the appropriate 
balance for funding that enables a program to take advantage of the benefits of having at least 
one paid employee, offering more restorative processes, and taking on more serious offences, 
while not providing more funding than can be used effectively and efficiently by a program 
given the size of the population it serves and the referrals it can generate.  

 
Models for Providing Restorative Justice to Communities in BC 

 Using the survey and interview responses to a number of questions, several broad models 
were developed to provide a general description of how the programs in British Columbia are 
implemented, specifically in terms of their relationships with police as referral agents. While in 
many ways the categories of structural frameworks, such as whether a program falls under the 
CAP or AJS, and the governance categories, such as whether a program is a society or municipal 
or band government program, overlap with the models presented here, these models are meant to 
be more meaningful from the perspective of police as referral agent. These models take into 
account the following factors: 
• whether the program receives referrals from the police; 
• the level of involvement of the police in how the program operates; 
• the level of government involvement; and 
• whether the program is located within a police building 
 Broadly, models fall into two main divisions: police-led and community-led. Of those 
programs that are police-led, there are two models for how programs operate. Of those programs 
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considered community-led, there are four models. These six models provide guidance on not 
only how to understand how an existing program operates from the perspective of the police, but 
also provides options for how police can work with others in the community to implement 
restorative justice programs. 

Police-led 
 Police-led programs are those in which there is substantial police involvement in the 
operation of restorative justice. The coordinators of these programs are either members of the 
police force or employed within the structure of the police organization. Either way, the 
operation of these programs is highly influenced by the strategic direction of the police 
organization. These programs are located within police buildings. In addition to any 
requirements of the overarching structure and funding frameworks, such as the CAP or 
municipal policies, the policies and practices of these programs often require direction from the 
police.  
 The two models considered to be police-led include programs that are police-run programs 
and those that are police-based municipal programs. Police-run programs are those that are 
started by the police and coordinated by a police officer or civilian police employee. That person 
reports to a police supervisor, and the program operates as directed by the police organization. 
Police-based municipal programs are those that coordinated by an employee of the municipal 
government within the structure of the police organization. While the coordinator of the program 
may not report directly to a police officer, there will be at least an indirect reporting relationship 
between the program and the police. These programs are funded by the municipal government to 
work within the police environment to take police referrals, although these programs may accept 
referrals from other sources as well.  
 Police-led models are not common in British Columbia. Despite the official RCMP support 
for restorative justice across Canada in the late 1990s and the high use of the RCMP’s CJF 
model for providing restorative justice, there is only a single program that falls within the police-
run program model21, although a second program operates in this way to provide services to one 
community, while operating more like a police-based municipal program when providing 
services to other communities in the region. There are only four programs that fall within the 
police-based municipal program model. 
 While this analysis assumes that police-run and police-based municipal programs are 
distinct, the very small number of programs in both models, but particularly in the police-run 
program model, does not allow for this to be assessed. It is possible that the two models operate 
fundamentally the same way, with the only difference being tied to the sometimes complicated 
reporting structure for municipal employees working with the local police. It is worth exploring 
whether the distinction would be more salient if it was based only on the use of a police officer 
rather than a civilian as the coordinator, but this is atypical. In fact, the police-run program has 
only been coordinated by a police officer for a relatively short time following a decision to use 

                                                           
21 As of 2015, this program is no longer police-run and is now a community-led program. 
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the officer in this capacity due to duty restrictions. The program was previously coordinated by a 
civilian, and there is little from the interviews and data to be used to indicate that a police officer 
and a civilian working in the same role with the same reporting structure would operate 
differently. Given this, it is believed that programs that are operated only by the police, without 
the complications of shared reporting with the municipalities, could be different enough that it 
would affect the operation of the program and thus warrant distinction in the way chosen.  
  
Community-led 
 Community-led programs are those that are not incorporated into the structure of the police 
organization although they may provide service to the police and even be located in a police 
building. In the cases where coordinators are paid employees, their policies and practices are not 
guided by the police, though they may be influenced by referral practices or by police presence 
on advisory boards or steering committees. The policies and practices of these programs are 
instead developed within the guidelines of the structural and funding frameworks, such as the 
CAP and AJS, and directed by their governance structures such as society boards and municipal 
or band governments. 
 There are four models that fall within the community-led category. These include 
community-level government programs, police-located community-police partnership programs, 
community-located community-police partnership programs, and other community-based 
programs. The first model, community-level government programs, includes municipal or band 
government-established programs, perhaps done within other funding frameworks, that are 
implemented with the choice to operate separately from the local police. While the location of 
the program being distinct from a police building is a strong indicator of the difference between a 
community-level government program and the police-based municipal program, since there is 
one community-level government program located in an RCMP building, the primary criterion is 
that the employee coordinating the program is not integrated into the police organizational 
structure. Community-police partnership programs, both the police-located and the community-
located models, are those in which the program has a structure separate from the police and the 
government. These programs are generally societies, programs of other non-governmental 
organizations, or simply volunteer-run programs. The only difference between the two models 
(police-located and community-located) is the location which creates a closer proximity and thus 
closer involvement with the police. The final model, other community-based programs, are those 
community-level programs that do not have a relationship with the police to provide restorative 
justice services and receive referrals. 
 Programs fitting into one of the community-led models are the norm in British Columbia. 
In total, 62 of the 67 programs responding to the survey were classified as falling into one of the 
four community-led models. There are 12 programs fitting the community-level government 
programs model. These programs are almost exclusively AJS programs, operated within the 
structure of one or more band governments. There is only a single non-AJS program categorized 
within this model, and that program is currently in abeyance. There are 48 programs falling 
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within the two community-police partnership models, with 18 being police-located and 30 being 
community-located. These models include CAP, AJS, and independent programs, but no 
program within the AJS framework fits into the police-located model. Only two programs 
surveyed indicated that they did not accept police referrals. Programs within this model are less 
relevant from a police perspective, although they do present opportunities for future partnerships. 
The model category for other community programs will not be analyzed further. 
 
Comparing Models 
 There are some identifiable strengths and weaknesses of the police-led and community-led 
models. Table 21 provides averages for a number of key indicators of the functioning of 
programs fitting with the different models. The table also provides breakdowns within the 
community-led models based on the structural framework categories22. There are, however, too 
few programs and too little differentiation in structure for the breakdown to be useful for 
analyzing police-led models, and so the programs from this model will be presented in 
combination. The table allows for some comparison between the models to identify the strengths 
and weaknesses inherent in the various models of restorative justice programs. 
 
 There are some notable findings from the table. The programs within the police-led models 
receive much more referrals than programs that are community-led. This may be as a result of 
two main factors: 1) police are more likely to make more referrals to programs that are operated 
within the police structure, and 2) these models are used in communities that have relatively 
large populations, which also have higher number of referable incidents of crime. Population size 
obviously does make a difference, since programs that fit within the police-led model actually 
have lower rates of referrals per population that do programs fitting into other models. However, 
programs that fit into the police-led models also generate referral levels closer to their maximum 
capacity, handle more referrals per person providing service, and have lower man-hours per 
referral than do programs fitting other models. 
 A look at community-led models also shows some interesting findings. There are two main 
comparisons to be made here. The first is between those AJS programs that fall either within the 
community-based government programs model or the community-police partnership model. 
Between the AJS programs, the community-police partnership model appears to enable the 
programs to be more cost-effective and efficient. They are also slightly better at generating 
referrals at a level closer to their maximum capacity, but the programs fitting within the 
community-based government program model, which are often located in very small First  

                                                           
22 One independent contract-based program with limited data was removed from this analysis within the 
community-located community-police partnership programs model, and programs within both the CAP and AJS 
frameworks were integrated with AJS category. 
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Table 21: Mean Measures of Program Functioning by Model 
 

  

Framework 
Structure Referrals 

Percent 
Capacity 

Level 

Funding / 
Referral 

Employee 
hours / 
Referral 

Man-Hours / 
referral processes volunteers annual 

budget 
Po
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d 
 

(n = 5) 132.00 85.69% $576.68 13.86 18.20 3.00 10.600 $63,000.00 
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CAP  
(n = 1) 40.00 50.00% $3,000.00 78.00 192.00 3.00 15.000 $120,000.00 

AJS  
(n = 11) 28.22 73.84% $5,587.67 162.23 217.46 6.64 5.818 $96,383.80 
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(n = 15) 59.93 55.91% $464.53 8.42 39.49 2.40 20.133 $49,302.21 

Independent  
(n = 3) 21.67 26.00% $274.85 8.42 27.96 2.33 17.667 $9,000.00 
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 CAP 

 (n = 20) 58.55 53.60% $796.53 15.96 41.11 3.15 23.700 $46,966.89 

AJS 
(n = 7) 71.14 79.48% $3,263.76 96.77 103.18 5.71 16.429 $174,387.71 

Independent 
(n = 2) 30.00 51.50% $675.00 21.60 54.60 1.50 20.000 $22,750.00 
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Nations communities, appear to be better able to generate referrals relative to their small 
populations. It may be the case that the band government is the only group within many of these  
small communities that can establish a program, perhaps making the community-police 
partnership model unavailable. 
  The second comparison is between police-located and community-located programs 
within the community-police partnership models. On most measures, programs within these two 
models appear very similar. They achieve similar overall annual referral levels, similar levels of 
referrals per population, and generate referrals at similar levels relative to their maximum 
capacities. The main difference appears to be that when these community-police partnership 
programs are located within police buildings they achieve greater cost-effectiveness and 
efficiency. Since referral levels appear to be so similar, this finding is more likely to be a result 
of in-kind support from police taking the place of other funding than it is of the close proximity 
to police increasing referral numbers. The data appear to show that being police-located allows 
community-police partnership programs to do as much as other community-police partnership 
programs with less funding and in fewer man-hours.  
 The quantitative survey data cannot provide a complete picture of the strengths and 
weaknesses of different models. Additional information has come out in the interviews with 
representatives from community programs. The benefits of using a police-led model appear to be 
in having a close connection to the referral source and the ease of having access to police records 
management (PRIME BC). Respondents from these programs recognized that their positions 
within the structure of the policing organization helped to build rapport with members and build 
credibility for the program. Importantly, these programs were less likely than programs fitting 
the community-led model to view funding as a substantial challenge. However, drawbacks 
emerged from the interviews as well. Program coordinators of the police-led programs, generally 
municipal employees, reported time and human resource challenges more than did any of the 
coordinators of programs falling within other models. These programs seem to take on a large 
number of referrals and may have less volunteer help due to security clearance requirements of 
police programs. Additionally, these employees may have other roles within the organization in 
addition to running the restorative justice program. Programs within a police-led model were also 
susceptible to undue interference from police managers, though this was not universal. 
Additionally, these programs become viewed externally as police programs, which can limit their 
appeal to some potential participants. 
 The interviews revealed different strengths and weaknesses for community-led programs. 
Unfortunately, there were not enough interviews done with programs that were operated by 
municipal or band governments outside of the policing environment to draw additional 
conclusions about community-level government programs. However, there were some distinct 
trends that arose from the interviews based on whether a program fits into a police-located or 
community-located community-police partnership. Community-located programs, particularly 
those that are not funded by the AJS, were more likely than police-located programs to report 
that funding was a substantial concern. Community-located programs also reported that getting 
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referrals and police support were challenges, as well as keeping volunteers engaged. These were 
not noted as challenges faced by programs that were located within police buildings to the same 
extent. There were some programs that saw being separated from the police as important, both to 
ensure neutrality when dealing with victims and offenders, but also to have their own space. 
However, there were also a number of programs without close access to the police that expressed 
it as a distinct disadvantage to the relationship with their primary referral source. 
 

The “E” Division RCMP Restorative Justice Program 

 The “E” Division RCMP Restorative Justice Program functions to provide training to 
members and communities, to provide support and guidance to assist with any dynamics that 
would hinder the use of restorative justice as a response to criminal behaviour in British 
Columbia, and to generally provide leadership in restorative justice. This subsection uses data 
obtained through multiple sources, including PRIME BC police files, member surveys, 
detachment liaison member interviews, and training feedback and learning assessments, to 
provide as complete a description as possible of the work being done by the RCMP in the area of 
restorative justice. While much of this work is prompted by the “E” Division RCMP Restorative 
Justice Program, the success in terms of the growth in the use of restorative justice is also a 
testament to the fact that many frontline members have bought in and become strong advocates 
for the use of restorative justice as an important response to crime in the communities they serve. 
These data provide a picture of how the RCMP in BC currently does restorative justice, against 
which to compare the lessons learned from the work presented in Section 2. Additionally, this 
information will be useful as baseline data against which to assess the results of future efforts. 
Finally, it is important to note that, particularly for the data from PRIME BC files, a referral to a 
community-level restorative justice program from the perspective of this review only includes 
referrals to an organized group using restorative principles, and did not include practices such as 
police warnings, youth counseling, and even informal restorative practices, such as meetings 
arranged by the investigating officer immediately after the offence occurred. 

The Community Justice Forum Model 

As previously stated, the RCMP’s involvement in restorative justice has primarily been 
through the vehicle of the Community Justice Forum, by training police members, community 
program volunteers, and other partners to facilitate the process. This practice provides a safe and 
respectful environment for an offender, a victim, and supporters of both to share their stories 
about the offending event and about how they were affected. The forum is guided by one or two 
trained facilitators who have participated in a CJF training workshop and have been certified23. 
A CJF generally takes place as a pre-charge diversion, but it can occur as a result of a referral by 
                                                           
23 In British Columbia, certification occurs after completing five forum facilitations (two as a co-facilitator and 
another three as a lead facilitator). Certification is monitored and administered by the “E” Division RCMP 
Restorative Justice Program Director. 
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Crown Counsel. Like other restorative justice approaches, there is a need for offenders to take 
responsibility for their actions and for all involved to participate voluntarily. However, unlike 
most other models, the CJF involves the use of a specifically crafted script to be used by the 
facilitator to lead participants through the process. Despite the variety of restorative justice 
processes currently in use in Canada and around the world, the RCMP has actively promoted the 
CJF model, in part because of the belief that establishing an RCMP connection to a single, 
effective restorative justice model would improve consistency and confidence in the restorative 
justice approach. 

The RCMP, through the CJF model, espouses a philosophy of restorative justice that 
involves six main points (Cooley & Blaker, 2010). The first is that it is best to respond to 
offences from within the community in which they have taken place. This does not mean just the 
physical location of a community, but refers mostly to those people involved, namely those who 
were responsible for the crime and those who were victimized. The second is that having victims 
provide their perspective and explain their feelings is essential to understanding the 
consequences of crime. The third point is that we are actually doing a disservice to offenders if 
we fail to confront them with these consequences of crime. They do not otherwise get the benefit 
of seeing the negative results on others of the crime they have committed, and in turn are not 
presented with evidence to contradict their own rationalizations or given the opportunity to better 
develop empathy, feel shame, and form a desire for change. The fourth is that offenders will be 
more willing comply with agreements and contribute to solutions when the process involves 
those people who are important to them. This allows the opportunity for the offender to be 
accepted back into his community rather than motivating him toward the harmful outcomes that 
can result from shame and stigmatization. The fifth point is that the resolutions resulting from 
restorative justice processes should take advantage of the resources within the community in 
order to ensure access to available services, but also to involve the community further in taking 
responsibility for its members. Finally, the CJF model emphasizes that justice is best determined 
by those directly affected, and therefore empowers those closest to the crime to work together to 
determine the appropriate resolution. This ensures that, although the crime may have come to 
restorative justice through criminal justice system avenues, the process and its outcomes belong 
to the community. 

Additionally, the CJF training manual lists expectations of what a process will look like 
when restorative justice is being achieved through a process. This list suggests that facilitators of 
a CJF process are being restorative when they:  
• “focus on the harms of wrong doing more than the rules that have been broken; 
• show equal concern and commitment to victims and offenders, involving both in the 

process of justice; 
• work toward the restoration of victims, empowering them and responding to their needs 

as they see them; 
• support offenders while encouraging them to understand, accept and carry out their 

obligations; 
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• recognize that while obligations may be difficult for offenders, they should not be 
intended as harms and they must be achievable; 

• provide opportunities for dialogue, direct and indirect, between the victims and offenders 
as appropriate; 

• involve and empower the affected community through the justice process and increase its 
capacity to recognize and respond to community bases of crime; 

• encourage collaboration and reintegration rather than coercion and isolation; 
• give attention to the unintended consequences of our actions and programs; [and] 
• show respect to all parties including victims, offenders, and justice colleagues.” (Cooley 

& Blaker, 2010, p. 31) 
 

The philosophy and principles of restorative justice as accepted and trained by the RCMP 
are intended to be congruent with and are often based on other well established restorative justice 
theories and philosophies. Notably, what the RCMP emphasizes for restorative justice that may 
not be by others are 1) the goal of reducing reoffending, 2) the formality of structured programs, 
and 3) the timeliness of the process. Additionally, primarily from the perspective of others in the 
field, the focus on the use of the CJF script is something that sets it apart from other practices 
that prefer facilitators to have more flexibility.  

The “E” Division Restorative Justice Program by the Numbers 

It is evident by the number of programs that receive referrals from the RCMP and use the 
CJF model as one of their restorative justice processes that the “E” Division Restorative Justice 
Program has had a substantial influence on restorative justice in British Columbia. Of the 
community-level programs responding to the survey, 94% indicated that they receive referrals 
from the RCMP and 84% reported using the CJF model. Importantly, the RCMP’s influence in 
restorative justice is evident across the various structural categories. The use of the CJF and 
relationships between local detachments and community-level programs are as common for the 
programs provided for First Nations communities as they are for programs serving the general 
population. Although not included in the survey, programs offered by government partners, like 
the Department of Fisheries and Oceans and the BC Conservation Service, are also making use 
of the CJF model trained by the “E” Division Program.  

The “E” Division Program has had this level of influence primarily as a result of the 
reliance of community-level programs on volunteers and the emphasis of “E” Division’s 
Program personnel to provide training to these programs at little to no cost. As previous findings 
reveal, many programs receive levels of funding that do not allow them to pay for more costly 
training to ensure their volunteers have the requisite skills to facilitate. For many years, “E” 
Division’s Program has enabled programs to train their volunteers to a standard that is suitable 
for the types of referrals they receive at a very low cost that enables them to use their funding 
elsewhere. Additionally, the training workshops provided by RCMP personnel present an 
opportunity for further connection with the local detachment, which may promote referring. 
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Training 
 While current records do not allow for a complete and accurate total of the number of 

training workshops done and the number of CJF facilitators trained in British Columbia, 
estimates suggest that for the past five years or more, the “E” Division Program has offered 
around 20 training workshops each year. Also, while it is not always possible, CJF facilitator 
training workshops attempt to be offered only if there are at least 12 participants. Often the 
training workshops have closer to 20 participants. Since the retirement of “E” Division’s CJF 
Trainer in 2012, the number of CJF facilitator training workshops able to be offered has 
decreased, although with an emphasis on training new trainers, approximately 15 CJF facilitator 
trainings were offered in 2013.  

There is also a number of RCMP members, community-level program coordinators, 
private citizens, and employees of other government agencies who have been certified as CJF 
Trainers through the “E” Division Program. Since 2003, 42 people have been trained as CJF 
Trainers in British Columbia, with 12 in 2003, 6 in 2005, 8 in 2008, 5 in 2010, and another 11 in 
2013. Given the fact that these individuals are often otherwise employed and are not 
compensated for training, there have been substantial rates of attrition. By the beginning of 2013, 
there were 9 active trainers outside of the “E” Division Program offering CJF facilitator training 
workshops, and by the end of October, 2013, an additional 7 had completed the certification to 
train on their own. These CJF Trainers offer CJF training workshops on occasion, but the 
number of workshops done and the number of facilitators trained is currently unavailable.  

The “E” Division Program’s focus on training has been primarily toward improving the 
capacity of community-level programs to offer restorative justice services by giving coordinators 
and volunteers the skills to facilitate. However, it is also recognized that these programs require 
referrals from police, which may require police to have an understanding of restorative justice 
and how it works. Often RCMP members from the local detachment will attend CJF training 
workshops provided by “E” Division’s Restorative Justice Program. There is no other formal 
RCMP training for restorative justice in the division, although members do receive an 
introduction to restorative justice at Depot. Data from a survey of members in BC, which 
included reserve constables and auxiliary constables, indicated that 71% of responding members 
had received no training or under four hours of training in restorative justice. As the CJF 
facilitator training is a 3-day training workshop, only the 11% of members who reported 
receiving two or more days of training in restorative justice could have completed the CJF 
facilitator training offered by the “E” Division Program. The remaining 18% of responding 
members have had some training that amounts to less than the CJF facilitator training.  

When only RCMP regular members are considered in the survey sample, the proportion 
of members who responded that they had more than 2 days of training remains the same. The 
proportion of members that had fewer than 4 hours of training drops to 68.5%. With 5,890 sworn 
regular members in “E” Division and 4,127 working in detachments24 the survey data would 
suggest that the number of RCMP members receiving at least the equivalent of the CJF 
                                                           
24 Numbers are based on 2013 data obtained from “E” Division RCMP Human Resources Branch. 
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facilitator training could be in the range of 460 to 660. However, given that the sample for the 
original survey was largely self-selected, there is a high likelihood that those who have received 
training were over-represented due to their personal interest in restorative justice.  
 
Referrals 

To get an estimate of the number of referrals made by the RCMP to community-level 
programs in a year, data from PRIME BC were collected for all files in which the phrase 
“restorative justice” was entered into a narrative document. This provided a list of 1,875 files in 
which it was assumed that restorative justice was considered by an investigating officer at some 
point. A sample of 289 files was selected for more detailed analysis. 

These files in which restorative justice was mentioned in a narrative document on PRIME 
BC came from a total of 86 detachments, with the number of files per detachment ranging from 1 
to 277. Appendix O presents tables with data specific to each of the RCMP detachments that had 
at least one file that referred to restorative justice in the narrative. From the sample, 
approximately 21% of files in which restorative justice was written in the narrative resulted in no 
restorative justice involvement by a program. This could be, among other possibilities, that the 
reference to restorative justice was unrelated to events of the file, that the victim was informed of 
restorative justice but preferred no further action be taken, or that the investigating officer took 
some action that was restorative but was not a referral to a community-level program. Another 
15% of files from the sample involved the investigating member contacting the community 
program for advice or information but not ultimately making a referral. Overall, 63% of the files 
from the sample resulted in at least one referral to a community-level restorative justice program. 
When extrapolated to all 1,875 files in which restorative justice was indicated in the narrative, 
the sample statistic approximates that 1,181 files were referred to a restorative justice program 
by the RCMP between September 1, 2011 and August 31, 201225. 

To estimate the proportion of files that police referred to restorative justice programs, 
data were provided by “E” Division Crime Analysis Section on the total number of criminal code 
offence files in which an offender was identified for all of British Columbia during the same time 
period. The data provided listed 102,004 files involving at least one adult offender and 14,996 
associated to at least one youth offender, for a total of 117,000 criminal code offence files with at 
least one associated offender 26. Because a portion of files in which restorative justice was 
referenced in the narrative were not founded criminal code offences, in order to get an 
appropriate estimate of the proportion, only the those files involving a founded criminal code 
offence could be used.  

                                                           
25 This statistic has a confidence interval of 5% and a confidence level of 95%. 
26 This number may be an over-estimate of the actual number of total criminal code offence files with an 
associated offender, since it appears to be the sum of the files with at least one adult offender and the files with at 
least one youth offender. As there are files with both youth and adult offenders, some files are likely being 
included in both counts, and when summed, included twice. This will may result in underestimates of the 
proportion of files in which restorative justice in considered and referred. 
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Overall, 1,697 of the original 1,875 files with restorative justice in the narrative were for 
criminal code offences and, therefore, included in the estimate. This calculates to 1.45% of the 
117,000 criminal code offences in which at least one offender was identified during the one-year 
period. From this, it can be estimated that restorative justice was considered in approximately 
1.45% of the files in which it is possible to make a referral (notwithstanding the policies that are 
in place for the making and acceptance of referrals). 

To estimate the proportion of files that included at least one referral to a community-level 
restorative justice program, it is necessary to extrapolate from the sampled files. When only 
using criminal code offence files, the sample decreased from 289 to 259 files. From the sample 
of 259 criminal code offence files with reference to restorative justice, 171 files involved at least 
one referral to a community-level restorative justice program. This calculates to 66.02% of the 
sample. When extrapolated to all 1,697 criminal code offence files in which restorative justice 
was mentioned in the narrative, it can be estimated that 1,120 criminal code offence files were 
referred to a community-level restorative justice program during the year. The 1,120 referred 
files amounts to approximately 0.96% of all 117,000 criminal code offence files with an 
associated offender. From this data, it can be estimated that less than 1% of all RCMP files with 
a known suspect were referred to community-level restorative justice programs. 

Of the 117,000 criminal code offence files with at least one associated offender, RCMP 
detachments contributed 116,119 27  of the files. Of the RCMP detachment files, 1,696, 
approximately 1.46%, included the words “restorative justice” in a narrative document. When 
extrapolating the number of files in which a referral was made, the data suggest the RCMP 
detachments referred to community-level programs in approximately 0.96% of files with a 
known suspect. Across all detachments included in the sample, the estimated proportion of files 
with an associated offender in which a referral was made to a community-level restorative justice 
program ranged from 0% to nearly 6%.  

In the 1,875 files in which restorative justice was noted in the narrative, there were a total 
of 2,796 associated offenders for an average of 1.49 offenders per file28. As was described 
previously, not all files resulted in referrals. Similarly, for those files that did involve a referral, 
not all associated offenders were referred in every file. In the sample of 289  files, there were 446 
associated offenders for an average of 1.54 offenders per file, which is slightly higher than the 
rate for all 1,875 files. Of the 446 offenders associated to the sampled files, 252, or 
approximately 57%, were referred to community-level programs. From this we can extrapolate 
that the RCMP in British Columbia referred approximately 1,594 offenders to community-level 
restorative justice programs over the one-year period. 
 
 
 

                                                           
27 Does not include files from specialized or headquarters units.  
28 As there are a number of ways of coding the involvement of a suspected offender in PRIME, the data may not 
include all offenders in each file. This is a limitation of the method used in the creation of the dataset. 
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Members Making Referrals 
In total, the files were submitted from 916 different RCMP members from detachments 

across the province. Of those who submitted a file in which restorative justice was mentioned in 
the narrative, the number of files per officer ranged from 1 to 39, with 57% of all listed officers 
submitting only a single file that indicated restorative justice in the narrative. With the addition 
of estimates of the number of police officers per detachment, it appears that the proportion of 
police members who have submitted a file that mentioned restorative justice ranges from less 
than 1% to 85% of members in the detachment. Interestingly for the RCMP, these figures 
suggest that over 20% of members in detachments submitted a file that considered restorative 
justice. While not necessarily indicative of referral practices, this is a promising figure, 
particularly when one considers that many detachments have members in specialized roles in 
which they may not get the opportunity to refer to restorative justice or do not think of it as an 
option for their role. However, this number does not support the finding from the member survey 
in which 41% of respondents indicated that they refer to the local restorative justice regularly. 
Although “regularly” was not defined in the survey, given that not all files in which restorative 
justice was mentioned in the narrative resulted in a referral and that nearly 60% of the members 
who submitted a file considering restorative justice did so only once in the one-year period, it is 
probable that the actual proportion of members who make multiple referrals in a year is 
substantially lower than 41%, even for those who do not work in specialized roles. 
 
Outcomes 
 When analyzing the outcomes of referrals to restorative justice programs, it is necessary 
to look at each referred offender individually. Using the sample of 289 PRIME BC files, there 
were a total of 446 offenders, of which 252 were referred to a community-level restorative 
justice program. Table 22 shows the distribution of these 252 referrals by the outcome of the 
process. As is apparent, in a portion of less than 10% of the referrals, the file did not include 
enough follow up information to conclude what the outcome was. However, of those for which 
information was available, nearly 63% of referrals resulted in the offender completing the 
process and subsequently fulfilling his/her obligations as outlined in the agreement. In another 
3% of referrals, it was clear from the files that the offenders completed the process, but 
documents providing information about the fulfillment of the agreement was lacking. Only about 
6% of referrals resulted in a completed process but a failure to fulfill the agreement. More 
commonly (28.9% of referrals), offenders would not complete the process, which often resulted 
in the closing of the file and only very rarely in the pursuit of charges. Therefore, extrapolating 
from the approximately 1,594 offenders referred, there were an estimated 1,004 referrals from 
the RCMP in British Columbia that resulted in full completion of the restorative process and 
fulfillment of the obligations within the agreement. 
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Table 22: Distribution of Referrals by Outcome 
 

Process not completed,  
other or no outcome 

68 
(28.9%) 

Process completed,  
agreement incomplete 

13 
(5.5%) 

Process completed,  
unknown if agreement 
completed 

7 
(3.0%) 

Process completed, 
agreement fulfilled 

147 
(62.6%) 

Total with Known Outcome 235 

Unknown 17 

Total 252 

 
Timing 
 Unfortunately, finding accurate information on the dates on which a referral was made, a 
restorative justice process was held, and an agreement was completed was difficult. PRIME BC 
indicates the date that a file starts, but the remaining information had to be revealed through the 
narrative documents within the electronic file. As a result, determining the timing of a referral 
was possible for only approximately 90% of referred cases and 86% of processes known to be 
completed. However, data were available to estimate the total investigation time from file 
opening to the end of a completed restorative process in nearly all cases where a referral was 
made.  

In general, referrals occurred relatively shortly after the opening of a file. While the 
average was around 27 days, this result is skewed by a small portion of referrals in which a long 
time passed prior to the referral being made, with some even taking a year or more to occur. In 
fact, one quarter of referrals occurred the day after the file was opened or the same day. Half of 
the referrals occurred within 10 days after the opening of the file. Three quarters of the referrals 
occurred in under a month from opening the file.  

Once a referral has been made, programs appeared to complete the process on average 
after 90 days. Again this number is skewed, but less so than was the mean result of the days it 
took to make the referral. Around 30% of referred cases took less than one month to complete, 
and half took less than two months. Approximately, 90% of all referred cases took less than 8 
months to complete. No completed referral took longer than one year from when it was referred. 
This suggests that restorative justice in many less complex cases takes a very comparable amount 
of time compared to the time taken from the first court appearance to resolution for court cases 
(Cowper, 2012). However, court resolutions do appear to have a greater number of cases that 
extend for longer times, with half of court cases having taken over three months (Cowper, 2012), 
while half of the restorative justice from this sample cases took less than two months.  
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 From the initial opening of the file to the time where the investigating officer received 
information from the restorative justice program that the process was completed (sometimes this 
was before the agreement had been fulfilled), the average referred case lasted for 104 days. Only 
about 15% of cases lasted one month or less, but nearly 75% were completed in less than 5 
months. This average of 104 days from the reporting of an offence to completion is less than the 
national average of 118 days from first court appearance to disposition, which does not include 
the time police spend on the investigation. Overall, it appears that a referral to restorative justice, 
when the process is completed, provides a swifter justice than does going through court. Of 
course, one caveat to this claim is that the restorative justice referrals most programs receive do 
not include the serious and complex cases in which accused persons face threats of severe 
sanctions, which in turn likely result in aggressive defenses that increase the overall average 
length of cases. Therefore, while it is likely that restorative justice is a quicker alternative to the 
legal criminal justice system, without a breakdown by crime type, it cannot be firmly concluded 
that restorative justice does indeed take less time for cases of similar complexity. 
 
The “E” Division Restorative Justice Program Important Findings 

From the data presented previously, it is apparent that the police in British Columbia are 
contributing to the levels of success of restorative justice in the province by getting trained to 
understand restorative justice and making referrals to community-level programs. The 
Restorative Justice Program of the RCMP “E” Division has been an important factor. However, 
the data show that support and use of restorative justice is not consistent across the division and 
is certainly not evenly distributed among members. In addition to the numbers presented 
previously, it is important to get a deeper understanding of the trends in how the RCMP is 
contributing to restorative justice in the province. 

 
Offender and Offence Characteristics of Referrals 

While it can be approximated that RCMP refer around 1,594 offenders to community-
level restorative justice programs, it is also important to understand the characteristics of these 
offenders. Given the mandates of and rules regulating the community-level programs and the 
general impression that restorative justice is more suitable for less serious offences and first-time 
offenders, the expectation was that the information from police files would reflect this. Data 
from the 1,875 files and the sample of 289 files in which restorative justice was mentioned in the 
narrative were used to examine the characteristics of referred offenders. 

Of the 1,875 files, 53% involved only youth offenders, 42% involved only adult 
offenders, and 5% involved at least one of both an adult and a youth. Of the 2,796 offenders 
associated to the files, 63% were age 17 or younger, with a range between age 6 and 82, and an 
average age of almost 21 years. An analysis of the sample files in which a referral was made, 
shows that 58% of those offenders that were referred were under age 17, with a total range 
between 6 and 78 years, and an average age of 21.3 years.  
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The rates of police files that considered restorative justice and files that involved a 
referral show a similar trend. During the one year time period in British Columbia, of the 14,996 
criminal code offence files with at least one youth offender, approximately 6.5% (977 files) 
mentioned restorative justice in the narrative. This rate is nearly eight times that of the 
approximately 0.8% of files (807 of 102,004) with an associated adult offender in which 
restorative justice was considered. Referral rates from the sampled files showed little difference 
between files with youth and those with adults, as 70% of the sampled files with a youth offender 
and 67% of sampled files with an adult offender had at least one referral. When these rates are 
extrapolated to all files in which restorative justice was mentioned during the one-year period, 
there were an estimated 684 files with one or more youth offenders and 541 files with one or 
more adult offenders that resulted in at least one referral to a community-level restorative justice 
program. From this, it can be estimated that police made a restorative justice referral in 
approximately 4.5% of files with an associated youth offender and about 0.5% of files with an 
associated adult offender.  

Taken together the data show police were much more likely to consider restorative justice 
for files that involve youth and young adults than for older adults. However, the age distribution 
of those that are actually referred is almost identical to that of all offenders from files in which 
restorative justice is considered. When the average age of sampled offenders is compared 
between those who were not referred to a community-level program and those that were referred, 
the finding is not statistically significant 29 . Therefore, it appears that while the age of the 
offender was a main reason why police considered restorative justice, once it was considered, 
age was no longer a factor in the decision to refer or not.  

Gender also appears to be an important factor. Previous research shows that females tend 
to make up between 20% and 30% of those who become involved in recorded crime, are 
arrested, and are charged (Hotton Mahony, 2011). In the PRIME BC files in which restorative 
justice was mentioned in the narrative, females made up nearly 40% of the associated offenders. 
For those offenders who were referred to a community-level program, the proportion was even 
higher, at 48%. It is apparent from the over-representation of female offenders referred to 
restorative justice programs relative to their proportions within the general offender population, 
and conversely, the under-representation of males, that gender also plays a factor in both the 
consideration of restorative justice and decision-making of investigating members about whether 
or not to refer.  

The type of offence may also be a primary consideration for investigating police 
members. By far the most common offence among files in which restorative justice was 
mentioned in the narrative was shoplifting under $5,000, with 770 files. Shoplifting was 
followed by mischief under $5,000, with 258 files, and common assault and theft under $5,000 
with 146 and 134 files respectively. In total, restorative justice was mentioned in files involving 

                                                           
29 Referred offenders were on average 20.53 years old, while those that were not referred were on average 21.82 
year old, t = -1.234, p < 0.218. 
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61 different criminal code offence types and an additional 39 non-criminal code offence types. In 
some cases, restorative justice is considered for relatively uncommon offences.  

The data on all criminal code offence files with associated offenders provided by “E” 
Division Crime Analysis Section was broken down by type of offence. During the one-year 
period, the proportion of all criminal code offence files in which restorative justice was 
considered ranged from 0% for many offences to as high as 20% in other rare offences. 
Restorative justice was considered in over 6% of files for shoplifting under $5,000, which was 
the highest proportion of any crime having more than 20 files with at least one associated 
offender. For files involving only youth offenders, nearly 19% of shoplifting files were 
considered for restorative justice. The proportion of mischief under $5,000, common assault, and 
theft under $5,000 were approximately 2 %, 1%, and 2% respectively for files with at least one 
offender, but approximately 9%, 7%, and 5% for files with at least one youth offender.  

For those files that could be classified within one of the four categories of offences in the 
Provincial Government’s framework to regulate the files accepted by CAP-funded groups, police 
were generally sticking to categories prescribed. Table 23 provides the breakdown for those 
offences that were indicated in the four categories. Approximately 75% of all files considered 
were from category 4, the least serious offences. Another 13% fell within category 3, with 10% 
and 2% falling within categories 2 and 1 respectively. When only files in which a referral was 
made are considered, the distribution is largely the same, though with fewer offences from 
categories 2 and 3, and more within category 4. Therefore, it does appear that the categories of 
offences or at least the same underlying reasoning are being used to guide police referrals in 
much the same way as they are intended to guide the acceptance of referrals by CAP-funded 
programs. 
 
Table 23: Distribution of Files with “Restorative Justice” in the Narrative by Provincial Offence Category 
 

 Files with “Restorative Justice” in 
the Narrative 

Files with at least one Referral to a 
Community Restorative Justice 

Program 

Category 1 34 
(2.0%) 

4 
(2.4%) 

Category 2 173 
(10.2%) 

16 
(9.5%) 

Category 3 224 
(13.3%) 

18 
(10.7%) 

Category 4 1,257 
(74.5%) 

131 
(77.5%) 

Total Categorized 1,688 169 

Not Categorized 187 12 

Total 1,875 181 
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Although it was a factor that could not be analyzed to determine whether it had any effect 

on whether restorative justice was considered by investigating members, an offender’s history of 
offending was predicted to influence the decision whether or not to make the referral. When 
comparing the history of those offenders who were referred with those who were not, some 
interesting findings arise. Sampled offenders who were not referred to a community-level 
restorative justice program had statistically significantly more PRIME events and charges on 
record30. This suggests that after restorative justice was considered by an investigating member, 
the offender’s previous criminal behaviour was an important factor in the decision whether or not 
to make a referral. 
 
Members’ Understandings, Opinions, and Referral Practices 

There is some evidence from the survey of RCMP members that suggests that while 
members are correct in some of their beliefs about restorative justice, they lack understanding in 
some areas. The data indicate that 70% of members agreed that they had a good understanding of 
the YCJA and 82% understood what was meant by an EJM (extrajudicial measure). 
Additionally, 88% recognized a referral to a community-level restorative justice program as an 
extrajudicial measure under the YCJA, and 88% and 86% identified a referral to a restorative 
justice process as an option for a file with a youth offender committing mischief under $5,000 
and theft under $5,000 respectively. According to Kalaski (2012), this represented evidence of a 
good overall understanding of the use of restorative justice under the YCJA. 

However, beyond this basic understanding, there were greater concerns with the 
outcomes of the survey (Kalaski, 2012). Only 55% of responding members agreed that 
restorative justice was an option for a youth involved in an assault file. Perhaps more concerning 
was that only 26% of responding members agreed that it was an option to refer a youth who had 
previously been referred through an extrajudicial measure or who had a prior conviction. In both 
cases, the YCJA clearly outlines that an extrajudicial measure is appropriate and must be 
considered. Additionally, only 60% responded that it was the arresting officer that had the 
discretion to decide whether or not to make a referral. 

Other questions showed promising responses, but still demonstrate a need for further 
clarification among members. Despite the fact that 91% of the responding programs reported 
accepting referrals for adult offenders, only 64% of responding members agreed that restorative 
justice was an option for adult offenders. The survey revealed that 74% and 70% agreed that 
restorative justice was a voluntary option for victims and offenders respectively. Though 
relatively high, this is somewhat concerning given the emphasis in restorative justice philosophy 
on voluntariness and the fact that 98% and 96% of programs responded that they would refuse a 
referral for a youth offender or an adult offender respectively if the offender did not agree to the 

                                                           
30 Referred offenders had on average 14.43 PRIME events, while those that were not referred had on average 
31.56 PRIME events, t = -5.182, p < 0.001; and referred offenders had on average 0.50 charges, while those that 
were not referred had on average 2.45 charges, t = -4.096, p < 0.001. 
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participate voluntarily. Again, many programs have processes to accept referrals even in cases in 
which a victim cannot or chooses not to participate, but almost no programs accept referrals 
when the offender will not participate voluntarily.  

There may be other issues that give cause for concern. Given the finding that 41% of 
respondents to the survey reported that they refer regularly and the fact that this does not appear 
to be supported by data from PRIME BC, it is possible that the self-selection bias from the 
survey resulted in an over-representation of members with an interest and knowledge in 
restorative justice. While not invalidating the results, this may mean that the overall population 
of members has an even lower level of understanding of restorative justice referral options than 
the survey would suggest. 

At the same time, however, it is also possible that the questions elicited responses about 
members’ opinions on restorative justice or about their experience with restorative justice in the 
detachment where they work rather than testing their knowledge. Although the questions appear 
to clearly request factual answers about whether the statement in question is true or not, the 
options provided as responses ask for the members’ level of agreement, which may have been 
interpreted by some respondents as asking for their opinions or their impressions of what is 
common at their detachments. Overall, 73% of surveyed regular members agreed that restorative 
justice was an effective tool, and nearly 72% responded that they were satisfied or extremely 
satisfied with their experience with restorative justice. When, a member’s response to these 
questions is analyzed against their responses to the understanding questions, there is some 
evidence that their opinions of restorative justice may have influenced their level of agreement 
with those understanding questions. The questions about voluntariness appear to be an exception. 
As the opinion of the effectiveness of restorative justice and level of satisfaction with the 
program becomes more favourable, the probabilities of agreement with restorative justice as an 
option for assaults, youth with previous criminal involvement, and adults increase as well31. 
These relationships suggest that perhaps in some cases, members responded based on their 
opinions and not their knowledge, or alternatively, that those members with lesser knowledge of 
restorative justice are less likely to be satisfied with using it and less likely to believe it is a 
useful tool. Both possibilities may be partly true. 

For the sample of PRIME BC files, the rationale provided in the narrative documents for 
the decision to make or not make a referral to a restorative justice program was collected. In 
general, little useful information is documented to explain why members first consider the use of 
restorative justice, and subsequently it can still be unclear why they make the decision to refer or 
not refer. Drawing conclusions is also difficult because there are likely numerous files in which 
similar circumstances arise but members do not even consider restorative justice. Despite these 

                                                           
31 Gamma statistic for associations between the variable are as follows: option for assaults and satisfaction, 
Gamma = 0.327, p = 0.002; option for assaults and belief that restorative justice is effective, Gamma = 0.399, p = 
0.002; option for youth with previous criminal involvement and satisfaction, Gamma =0.307, p=0.001; option for 
youth with previous criminal involvement and belief that restorative justice is effective, Gamma = 0.544, p <0.001; 
option for adults and satisfaction, Gamma = 0.361, p = 0.001; and option for adults and belief that restorative 
justice is effective, Gamma = 0.480, p < 0.001. 
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limiting factors some trends are notable. Table 24 lists the general themes present and their 
approximate frequency within the sample for why members consider restorative justice. Some 
files exhibited multiple reasons for considering restorative justice, and the frequencies reflect this 
by not totaling the number of files sampled. Because it can be difficult to distinguish between the 
rationale for why restorative justice was considered and ultimately why the member decided to 
refer, the reasons are combined into a single column. While this can lead to the interpretation that 
if a member considered restorative as an option, referral was chosen unless a reason not to arose, 
the information available in the PRIME file narratives was not detailed enough to make that 
conclusion.  

As can be seen by the themes present in Table 24, the most common rationale provided 
for considering restorative justice is that the offender does not have much previous history of 
criminal offending. This is followed by the rationale that the offence committed was either not 
serious or were offences for which there is some expectation that they should be dealt with 
through the program (eg. Shoplifting or Mischief). The third most commonly indicated rationale 
was that the offender was a youth. The prominence of these three circumstances supports the 
idea that members are considering restorative justice and making referrals to programs based 
more on general criteria rather than a deeper understanding of the philosophy for restorative 
justice. This suggests a belief that restorative justice is intended primarily for low-risk and youth 
offenders who commit minor offences. It was also common for members to consider restorative 
justice based on the offender’s demeanour, but this was typically only an additional 
consideration for offenders and offences within the previously mentioned criteria. While not 
common, occasionally the consideration and use of a referral to a restorative justice program 
occurred simply as a last resort when a charge could not be used or was not viewed as in the 
public interest. There were also many cases in which someone other than the member, such as a 
supervisor, the victim or victim representative, or the community restorative justice program 
coordinator, prompted the consideration for restorative justice. 

Table 25 lists the themes and their frequencies within the rationales for files that were not 
referred to a community restorative justice program. The most common reason was simply that 
the victim was not interested in using restorative justice to proceed, followed by the investigating 
member or another party deciding that another diversion option would be more appropriate for 
the situation. Other common reasons for not making a referral were related to the offender such 
as his/her not being interested, not being available, or not being considered suitable. In a number 
of files, mostly shoplifting offences, the victims did not feel that the offence was worth the time 
to use restorative justice. In other cases, the situation prevented the use of restorative justice from 
being viable, such as the victims residing outside of the jurisdiction or planning to move in the 
near future. In a number of situations members chose to conduct an informal restorative practice 
or intervention rather than proceed more formally through a referral to a community-level 
program. In rare cases, the paperwork required to make a referral for shoplifting was not 
completed by the representative of the victimized business and the referral could not be made. In 
only a single case, once the member had considered restorative justice, did he/she indicate that  
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Table 24: Themes within the Rationale for Considering Restorative Justice and their Approximate Distribution  
 

Offender had no criminal record / no or few police contacts  103 

The type of offence was considered minor - shoplifting, mischief 102 

The offender was a youth  54 

The offender accepted responsibility or came forward to confess and or apologize 16 

The victim suggested restorative justice 15 

To repair a relationship 14 

The offender showed remorse 8 

A supervisor or another detachment employee recommended 6 

The offender had issues or a disability that required support 5 

The offender showed respect or was cooperative with the member 4 

Proceeding with charges was viewed as not in public interest 4 

There was not enough evidence to go forward with a charge 4 

The RJ program or another organization requested to take the file 4 

The victim did not want the offender charged 3 

The offender wanted to make amends to the victim 3 

The file was related to an ongoing issue or was a historical file 2 

RJ was seen as useful to give the victim a chance to participate or to get apology 2 

RJ was seen as preventive of future issues 2 

The offender or guardian requested to use RJ 1 

The community requested the use of RJ 1 

Advice was requested from a party involved 1 

Case complexity was better dealt with through RJ 1 

To get an understanding of offender's actions 1 
 
 
the decision against making a referral was due to how the community-level program was 
operating at the time. 

In the rationale for considering restorative justice, there were a small number of reasons 
provided that suggest members had used a broader understanding of why restorative justice is 
beneficial for offenders, victims, and communities to guide their decisions. These reasons 
included wanting to find a way to repair existing relationships, providing an opportunity for the 
offender to offer amends, giving the victim a chance to participate, thinking preventively, and 
recognizing existing challenges that are better addressed by community resources than by the 
criminal justice system. It may also be possible that many of these reasons were underlying the 



 73 

Table 25: Themes within the Rationale for not Referring and their Approximate Distribution  
 

The victim was not interested in RJ or was satisfied with an alternative 27 

Another non-charge option was felt to be more appropriate 21 

RJ was not actually considered in the file 15 

There were no grounds to proceed or no evidence to prove offender committed the offence 8 

The member conducted a restorative practice informally on scene  7 

The offence was considered not serious or valuable enough for the time to do RJ 6 

The offender not interested in using RJ 6 

The offender could not be reached 5 

The logistics of the situation prevented RJ from being an option  4 

The offender was considered too serious for RJ or otherwise not appropriate 3 

The offender refused to admit to the offence 3 

The victim was uncooperative 3 

The offender was too old for the program or too young to be considered  2 

A party other than police did not follow through with paperwork to enable a referral 2 

The offender had completed RJ before and was no longer considered a candidate 1 

The offender was part of another file that the member did not want to complicate 1 

The program was known to be overburdened 1 

The RJ program informed the member that file was not appropriate for referral 1 
 
decision-making processes of members in other files but were not articulated within the narrative 
documents. However, it is probably more indicative of limitations in member’s awareness or 
acceptance of the diversity of acceptable files for referral to restorative justice and the underlying 
philosophy for why restorative justice is viewed as beneficial, which would support the findings 
from the member survey. Additionally, while the rationale for not referring does not enlighten 
this issue greatly, the prominence of victims being disinterested in using restorative justice could 
indicate that members do not explain the benefits of restorative justice well or are considering 
restorative justice in many cases where it is not particularly useful for victims. While good 
practice, the fact that, in a sizeable proportion of the sampled files, members themselves often 
decided to conduct informal restorative practices or to use alternative programs that focus more 
on the offender may also be indicative of a limited awareness of in which situations restorative 
justice may be most beneficial and what needs it can address for victims, offenders, and the 
community. 

This was also a common perception that came out in the interviews with community 
program coordinators and, to a lesser extent, with detachment restorative justice liaison 
members. The interviews revealed that there is a recognition that strong support and referrals are 
coming from a relatively small group of members who have bought in to restorative justice. The 
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suggested remedy was often to provide more awareness through education and training. This is 
however, in contrast to a finding from the member survey that only 54% of respondents felt they 
would benefit from more restorative justice training. Results from another survey of police in 
British Columbia reported by Abramson (2003) found that police generally understood the role 
of the community program but lacked understanding of restorative principles and viewed making 
a referral only appropriate in for first-time and low risk offenders. The police surveyed suggested 
that learning about recidivism rates and being asked to refer by complainants would improve 
their referral practices and the relationship with the program. Additionally, interviewees 
observed that police leadership makes a substantial difference in terms of police support and 
referral numbers, often suggesting that a police leader who has bought into restorative justice can 
be influential upon the investigating members, but that it does not work in reverse. This suggests 
that improving the understanding, opinions, and practices of members with regard to restorative 
justice may require more training and policy changes, but will be predicated on building support 
for and understanding of restorative justice among those in leadership positions. 
 
Completion 
 The ultimate successful completion of restorative justice, both completing the process 
and fulfilling the agreement, is likely the product of a number of factors related to the police 
referral, the program’s practices, and offender characteristics. A comparison between those cases 
in which a referral was ultimately completed and those in which it was not, can be used to 
identify some factors to consider when making a referral. It is important for both police and 
programs to recognize that while successful completion of a restorative justice process and 
following through with the obligations within the agreement is a primary goal, it should not 
necessarily be the most prominent factor for making future decisions about referrals. It should 
however, indicate when a case may require additional resources or training, or a different 
approach to promote successful completion. 
 The most important factors that may explain why a referral did not result in full 
successful completion appear to have been related to the offenders’ previous involvement in 
criminal behaviour and delays in making the referral. Table 26 compares between those who 
successfully completed restorative justice and those that did not on a number of variables. Those 
who did not complete or did not fulfill their obligations from the agreement had statistically 
significantly more previous events on PRIME BC and their referrals took statistically 
significantly more time after the opening of the file32. Those who were unsuccessful had more 
charges, but this did not reach statistical significants. Additionally, Table 27 shows the 
distribution of cases within the four categories of offences compared between successful and 
unsuccessful cases. Although successful cases appear to involve slightly fewer category 1 and 2 
                                                           
32 Successful referrals involved offenders with on average 10.93 PRIME events, while unsuccessful referrals 
involved offenders with on average 17.96 PRIME events, t = -3.480, p = 0.001; successful referrals involved 
offenders with on average 0.22 charges, while unsuccessful referrals involved offenders with on average 0.81 
charges, t = -1.792, p = 0.076; and successful referrals took on average 18.08 days to be referred, while 
unsuccessful referrals took on average 32.04 days to be referred, t = -2.405, p = 0.018. 
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offences, the overall distribution is not statistically significantly different from what would be 
expected if the category of offence had no influence on success33. Therefore, the data appear to 
suggest that police and other referral agents should be careful to avoid delays in referrals, and 
additional effort may be required to improve success for offenders with more involved previous 
criminal histories. 
 
Table 26: Comparison of Means of Various Factors between Successful and Unsuccessful Referrals 
 

 
Days to Refer 

Offender's 
Age 

Offender’s 
PRIME Events 

Offender’s 
Charges on PRIME 

Successful 
18.08 

(n = 122) 
20.03 

(n = 147) 
10.93 

(n = 147) 
0.22 

(n = 147) 

Unsuccessful 
32.40 

(n = 91) 
21.53 

(n = 105) 
17.96 

(n = 105) 
0.81 

(n = 105) 
 
 
 
Table 27: Comparison of the Distribution of Successful and Unsuccessful Referrals by Provincial Offence Category 
 

  
Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 Total 

Successful 3 
(2.2%) 

12 
(9.0%) 

20 
(14.9%) 

99 
(73.9%) 134 

Unsuccessful 3 
(3.0%) 

12 
(11.9%) 

11 
(10.9%) 

75 
(74.3%) 101 

Total 6 
(2.6%) 

24 
(10.2%) 

31 
(13.2%) 

174 
(74.0%) 235 

 
 Some of the notable issues in the files that could have caused a referred case to fail were 
collected. A qualitative thematic analysis identified a number of themes encompassing the 
factors that might have caused the process to fail at some point after the referral. This data was 
collected for 62 of the 81 referrals in which it was known that the offender did not fully complete 
the process and the agreement. The two most common issues involved delays on the part of the 
program and offender-related factors. Each of these themes occurred in 20 cases. Delving more 
deeply, program delays were often the result of misplaced communications with detachments or 
backlogs from accepting more referrals than could be managed. Offender-related factors most 
commonly involved an inability for the program to make contact, sometimes as a result of a 
transient lifestyle, others times because of evasion tactics (not returning calls, or providing a 
false contact number). Nearly as common, appearing as a theme in 15 cases, was that after the 
referral a decision was made, either at the program or the detachment, to proceed informally or 

                                                           
33 χ² = 1.315, p = 0.726. 
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through a different type of program. In 12 cases, the process was cancelled as a result of the 
unwillingness to participate of either the victim or a person in a key support role for the victim or 
offender, generally parents. Less commonly, but important to note, communication and referral 
delays from police or other partners (commonly loss prevention officers from retail stores) 
contributed to the process failing in 7 and 4 cases respectively. Multiple themes appeared in 22 
of the cases.  
 
Delays and Other Concerns 
 Restorative justice involves a fair amount of complexity in preparing for a process. This 
is evident in both the interviews with community programs and in the reading of PRIME BC 
files involving restorative justice referrals. In most cases, restorative justice requires the 
investigating officer to do a full investigation, consider the eligibility of the offender and/or the 
offence against the organization’s and the community program’s policies, make the decision to 
refer, get the necessary voluntary consent from the involved parties, and pass that information 
onto the restorative justice coordinator of the program. In some cases, there is another step 
within the police organization, where the investigating member passes the referral to a restorative 
justice liaison for review before the case is actually referred to the program. Once the program 
has received the referral, someone, either the coordinator or a volunteer facilitator, must make 
contact with the involved parties, confirm their intentions to participate, set up interviews, do 
those interviews, schedule the actual process, and ultimately hold the restorative justice process. 
Upon completion of the restorative justice process, there may be more monitoring required until 
the offender has fulfilled his/her obligations as outlined in the agreement. With each step, the 
chance for delays exists. 
 In many cases, the delays are the result of offenders, victims, and supports, as they may 
not be fully committed to the process or live lifestyles that make them difficult to contact during 
hours in which the program or police are able to communicate. Similarly, scheduling multiple 
individuals to meet to take part in the process can also cause delays. These types of delays are 
beyond the control of programs and the police, and are a reality for offering restorative justice as 
an alternative to the legal criminal justice system. 
 However, in many other cases, it is evident that communication between the police and 
the community-level program contributes to delays that may jeopardize the success of the 
restorative justice process. As was presented previously, those referrals that ultimately are not 
completed have longer average times between the commission of the offence and the referral. 
Additionally, problems like lost referrals, inappropriate referrals, backlogs, and other 
communication problems were evident within the larger themes of issues that contribute to 
failure of the process to be completed.  

Problems with communication are also evident in the approximately 10% of referrals in 
which the outcome is unknown and in those other cases where it is known that the process was 
completed but unknown if the agreement was fulfilled. In the 33 cases where information about 
the outcome was lacking, there were three prominent themes. The first, which was the most 



 77 

common, occurring in 18 cases, was that the investigating member concluded the file almost 
immediately after making the referral. In 15 cases, there was no information about the outcome 
recorded electronically, although some outcomes may have been added to the hardcopy files. It 
appears that in only 2 cases, the investigating officer attempted to make contact with the 
community program but could not, which left the outcome unknown. As the surveys of 
community-level restorative justice programs have shown, the programs consider it important to 
update the referral agent, with nearly all programs indicating that they do so. Therefore, as the 
referral agent, police should maintain contact with the programs, keeping files open, until the 
process is completed. This is generally the case, but failure to do so is a notable issue in a small 
portion of files, making it difficult to assess the success of these referrals. 
 
An Evaluation of RCMP “E” Division Restorative Justice Training 

As training CJF facilitators and trainers has been a considerable commitment for the “E” 
Division Restorative Justice Program, an evaluation of the training was included into this review. 
At this stage, only preliminary findings reflecting only the most recent training workshops can be 
presented. However, the data are quite conclusive in demonstrating the strength of the training 
that has been done by program personnel. The data presented here are related only to the reaction 
and learning outcomes of both the CJF Facilitator training workshops and the Train the Trainer 
workshop. 

The main training workshop offered by the “E” Division Program has been the CJF 
Facilitator training. It is a no-cost 3-day training that provides community program employees or 
volunteers, police personnel, personnel from partner agencies, and other community members 
with knowledge of the CJF model and the philosophy of restorative justice, along with skills to 
facilitate a forum. The workshop ends with all participants who attended the entire training 
receiving a certificate of attendance. For those seeking accreditation, they are encouraged to 
observe some actual CJFs, and then must facilitate 5 CJFs, 3 of which must be as the primary 
facilitator, to then apply for accreditation from the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program 
Director. For the majority of CJF Facilitator training workshops, the Program Director, and 
previously the civilian trainer, provided the training by traveling to the community. 

The Train the Trainer workshop has been offered much less frequently. It serves as a way 
to increase the capacity for CJF Facilitator training to be offered around the province. At this 
time, only the Program Director conducts the Train the Trainer, sometimes working together 
with another experienced trainer. While there is no specified criteria to be eligible to participate 
in the Train the Trainer workshop, trainees are usually those who are experienced and accredited 
facilitators who commit to becoming accredited trainers, and who will then provide the CJF 
Facilitator training for programs located in and around the region where they work. The Train the 
Trainer workshop takes a total of 6 days to complete; the first 3 are initial training in which they 
learn training skills, and the latter 3 days are an actual CJF Facilitator training workshop in 
which the new trainers provide the training while supervised by the Program Director. Upon 
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completion, each new trainer is mentored by the Program Director to conduct another CJF 
Facilitator training workshop on his/her own. 

As developing and measuring the behavioural and results outcomes for both of the 
training workshops as per the Kirkpatrick (1998) training evaluation model requires more time 
than is available within the scope of this review, only the data on reaction and learning outcomes 
will be presented. However, as the newly trained trainers can be assessed partly based on how 
well those they have trained have learned the concepts, the data can also provide preliminary 
measures of a behavioural outcome from the Train the Trainer workshop. Further work to 
evaluate the training for the higher level outcomes may be completed following the review 
depending on the future direction of the program with regard to training. 
 
Facilitator Training – Reaction Outcomes 
 There is little doubt from the feedback collected that participants in the CJF Facilitator 
training had positive reactions to the training. In total, 86 participants attended assessed training 
workshops, the majority of whom completed a feedback survey. The feedback survey asked 
participants to rate 19 aspects of the training on a 4-point Likert scale. Overall, only 7 of the 19 
aspects received any feedback that was not positive, and negative feedback was rare for those 
aspects. Table 28 provides the distribution of responses for each of the 19 questions asked to 
participants. The only area in which less than half of the participants expressed less than “strong 
agreement” or “very satisfied” was related to confidence to facilitate a CJF. In all other aspects 
of the training, the majority of participants expressed the most positive response available. 
Perhaps the best two indicators of the success of the CJF Facilitator training are that nearly 84% 
of participants are “very satisfied” with the training overall, and 83% would recommend the 
training to others.  
 
Facilitator Training – Learning Outcomes 
 Given that the reactions to the training have been very positive, according to 
Kirkpatrick’s model, the foundation exists for the training to achieve learning outcomes. For the 
purpose of this evaluation, learning outcomes measured the participants’ levels of understanding 
of the main concepts of the CJF model, but did not assess their learning of facilitation skills. To 
do this, participants responded to an assessment test prior to completing the training and then 
answered the same questions on an assessment test at the end of the three-day training workshop. 
The correct answers were all contained within the material provided to participants, the trainer’s 
teaching materials, or both. Answering the majority of the questions correctly and improving 
scores from the pre-test to the post-test are used as measures of learning. 
It is apparent that the CJF Facilitator training not only provides an enjoyable and worthwhile 
experience, but that it is also an effective way for participants to learn about the CJF model. If 
assessing the learning based on the 50% pass/fail threshold, nearly two thirds of all participants 
were unable pass the pre-test assessment, by answering more than 10 questions correctly. By 
comparison, all but one of the 86 participants who completed a post-test assessment scored 
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higher than 10. Based on the pre-test data, answering 15 of the 20 questions correctly on the 
assessment demonstrates a level of knowledge that would be very uncommon without having 
received the training or having some other experience with the CJF model. Less than 10% of the 
participants were able to correctly answer 15 or more questions on the pre-test. However, 
following the training, nearly 80% of participants answered 15 or more questions correctly on 
the post-test. As a group, the average score increased from 9.62 on the pre-test to 16.62 on the 
post-test. 

The results also demonstrate that the trainers tended to consistently present the key 
concepts in a learnable way to participants. Of the 20 questions, there was only a single question 
for which there was not an average improvement from pre-test to post-test, although a few others 
only had slight improvements due to the fact that the answers are relatively intuitive, even at the 
pre-test stage. There were only 9 questions that half or more participants answered correctly 
during the pre-test. However, by the post-test there were only 4 questions that less than 75% of 
participants answered correctly, and no questions that less than half answered correctly. 
Furthermore, all but one participant improved from the pre-test to the post-test. On average, 
participants answered 7 more questions correctly on the post-test than they did on the pre-test. 
The average is skewed somewhat by a few participants who declined to answer many of the pre-
test questions rather than select based on their existing understanding. Overall, the results 
demonstrate that the training provided learning for those coming in at all levels of understanding 
of the process and addressed the key concepts from the CJF model. 

 
Train the Trainer – Reaction Outcomes 
 The feedback survey to measure participant reaction to the Train the Trainer workshop 
was a slight modification from the one used for the CJF Facilitator training workshop. The 
feedback survey used 22 questions to assess participants’ levels of agreement with statements 
about their perceptions and future intentions and their satisfaction with various aspects of the 
training. As was the case with the CJF Facilitator training, the feedback about the Train the 
Trainer workshop was very positive. There was only a single aspect for which any dissatisfaction 
was expressed, and that was about the location of the training. Each of the questions received the 
most positive response from the majority of participants. All trained participants responded that 
they intended to put their skills to use by conducting training, and 70% responded that they were 
very satisfied with the overall training. 
 
Train the Trainer – Learning Outcomes 
 To assess the learning exhibited by the Train the Trainer participants, a similar approach 
was used as was done for the CJF Facilitator training. However, there was an assumption that the 
selected trainers would already have knowledge of the CJF model, and would therefore need to 
be assessed on their knowledge of the techniques and processes used to instruct during the 
workshop. The Train the Trainer workshop does not have a course curriculum that has been 
developed in the detail that the CJF Facilitator training workshop has, and therefore an 
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Table 28: Distribution of Responses and Mean Score for 19 Feedback Questions on the CJF Facilitator Training 
 

  n Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree Mean34 

I enjoyed participating in the training. 81 67 
(82.7%) 

14  
(17.2%) 0 0 3.83 

I found the training interesting and relevant to my goals in 
restorative justice. 82 59 

(71.9%) 
23  

(28.0%) 0 0 3.72 

I found the training materials easy to understand. 82 66 
(80.4%) 

16  
(19.5%) 0 0 3.8 

The activities provided me the opportunity to learn and 
practice the skills taught. 82 71 

(86.5%) 
11  

(13.4%) 0 0 3.87 

The trainer(s) were able to answer my questions clearly. 82 68 
(82.9%) 

14  
(17.0%) 0 0 3.83 

I trust the information that was presented to me in the 
training. 82 67 

 (81.7%) 
15  

(18.2%) 0 0 3.82 

The training provided me with the information, skills, and 
resources to facilitate a Community Justice Forum. 82 58  

(70.7%) 
23  

(28.0%) 
1  

(1.2%) 0 3.7 

I feel confident in my ability to facilitate a Community 
Justice Forum. 82 31  

(37.8%) 
44  

(53.6%) 
7 

 (8.5%) 0 3.29 

I would recommend this training to another person with 
my goals in restorative justice. 82 68 

(82.9%) 
14  

(17.0%) 0 0 3.83 

 
n Very 

Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Very 
Dissatisfied Mean 

 
Trainer(s) 80 74 

(92.5%) 6 (7.5%) 0 0 3.93 

PowerPoint Presentation 80 57 
(71.2%) 

22 
(27.5%) 

1  
(1.2%) 0 3.7 

Role Play Activities 79 64 
(81.0%) 

15 
(18.9%) 0 0 3.81 

Resource Material Provided 79 62 
(78.4%) 

17 
(21.5%) 0 0 3.78 

Workload Required 80 56 (70%) 23 
(28.7%) 

1  
(1.2%) 0 3.69 

Pace of Training 79 53 
(67.0%) 

26 
(32.9%) 0 0 3.67 

Location of Training 80 63 
(78.7%) 16 (20%) 1  

(1.2%) 0 3.78 

Date & Time of Training 79 53 
(67.0%) 

22 
(27.8%) 

4  
(5.0%) 0 3.62 

Length of Training (3 Days) 80 52  
(65%) 

26 
(32.5%) 

2  
(2.5%) 0 3.63 

CJF Facilitator Training Overall 80 67 
(83.7%) 12 (15%) 1 (1.2%) 0 3.83 

                                                           
34 Mean score is out of a possible 4. A score of 4 represents that every participant indicated “Strongly Agree” or 
“Very Satisfied” to the question. 
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assessment to test knowledge could not be used. Instead, participants were asked to rate their 
confidence in their ability to perform 24 of the various skills taught during the training on a 6-
point scale at three distinct points in the training: prior to receiving any training, after completing 
the 3-day training, and again after taking part in instructing a 3-day CJF Facilitator training 
workshop. The 24 questions were combined into 6 composite scores in the areas of time 
management, clarity of presentation, effectiveness of presentation, equipment and aids, expertise 
and understanding, and leading class interactions. Although suffering from the subjectivity of 
self-rating, the improvement in confidence was used as a learning outcome measure. 
 The results demonstrate learning, but need to be interpreted with caution. Prior to 
undertaking the training, the average composite scores in the six areas were between 17.67 and 
19.11 of a possible 24. Putting that into context, the average response falls within the response “I 
could use this skill effectively in most CJF trainings” and “I could use this skill effectively in all 
but the most challenging CJF trainings”. Essentially, before taking the training to become 
trainers, the participants reported that they felt confident in offering the CJF Facilitator training 
in most situations. Although participants were selected for their experience with restorative 
justice, their familiarity with the CJF model, and their potential to be effective trainers, this level 
of confidence was not expected prior to beginning the training. 

By the end of the first three days, confidence had improved in all 6 areas, the averages 
ranging from 18.56 to 21.00 out of the possible 24. There were two participants who reported an 
overall level of confidence that was lower than prior to the training, perhaps an indication that in 
some cases these participants learned about some challenges that they had not originally 
considered in offering the training. Additionally, another two participants did not complete the 
self-assessment a second time. 

The greatest increase in confidence occurred following participation in an actual training. 
By the end of the last day of training, the average composite scores increased to range between 
22.50 and 23.38. Therefore, by the end of the training, nearly all participants responded “I could 
use this skill effectively in any CJF training without concern/reservation”. Again, there was 
improvement in each of the six areas from the previous self-assessment, and all individuals 
reported higher overall confidence than in the previous self-assessment, with the exception of 
one participant who rated a 6 on each question on both of the last two self-assessments. Overall, 
three participants did not complete the final self-assessment. 

Despite the fact that participants rated themselves as competent as possible in every skill 
area or almost every skill area even prior to conducting a single CJF Facilitator training outside 
of their own training environment, the results do suggest that the training provided some learning 
in the skill areas. These subjective measures are far from conclusive, but importantly show the 
value of both the classroom learning and the participation as a trainer in an actual workshop. 
Future assessments will require a more objective way to assess learning of the information that 
the workshop is intended to impart on participants. 
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Preliminary Train the Trainer Behaviour Outcomes 
 Although it is too early to assess results and even the behavioural outcomes of the Train 
the Trainer workshop for this evaluation, some preliminary findings can be used to begin to 
understand the success of the workshop. As a basic measure of behaviours, newly trained trainers 
should be using the skills they learned during the Train the Trainer workshop when conducting 
their own CJF Facilitator training workshops. It can be expected that as these new trainers gain 
experience, they will be able to conduct the training to a standard set by the Program Director 
and previous trainers. Therefore, a comparison between the trainee trainers to existing 
experienced trainers and of the feedback and assessments can be used to measure whether this is 
indeed the case. 
 To make this comparison, results from during the Train the Trainer workshop will not be 
considered, as the use of multiple trainers taking turns presenting the information does not reflect 
the typical approach taken during a CJF Facilitator training workshop. Again, these data must be 
interpreted with caution, as there are relatively few workshops to compare and most of the new 
trainers have not had the opportunity to train on their own. These results compare only two 
workshops instructed by experienced trainers and two workshops instructed by newly trained 
trainers. Additionally, the sampling cannot be considered random or representative, as they are 
sampled conveniently based on when the training occurred, and therefore, the results may not 
indeed be meaningful.  
 The preliminary comparative findings show only a few differences between the 
experienced and new trainers that could be meaningful. Overall, this is a positive result for the 
Train the Trainer workshop, as it shows little notable difference in the quality of training offered 
depending on the trainer. There were differences in both the average pre-test and post-test scores 
between participants taught by experienced and new trainers, with the participants taught by 
experienced trainers scoring higher on both tests. However, the improvement from pre-test to 
post-test was not notably different between the two types of trainers, and therefore, the post-test 
scores achieved by those taught by an experienced trainer are likely the result of having had 
better starting knowledge of restorative justice than those taught by new trainers had. The only 
other notable differences are that experienced trainers were better rated on average at answering 
questions, and participants taught by experienced trainers responded more positively on average 
about recommending the training to others. Overall, the preliminary findings support the idea 
that newly trained trainers are capable of providing a learning experience on par with 
experienced trainers. However, further data will need to be collected to confirm whether this 
trend continues as more newly trained trainers begin to get experience training on their own. 
 
Stakeholder Perspectives on the ”E” Division RCMP Restorative Justice Program 

CJF Training 
When discussing the “E” Division Program, the CJF training came up as a primary theme 

in many of the interviews. From the perspective of the community-level programs, the majority 
viewed the training as a positive and important contribution to restorative justice in the 
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province. Most respondents mentioned that they viewed the training as providing a strong 
foundation in restorative justice. The major strengths of the training were that it was accessible, 
was easy to follow, and gave new facilitators confidence in the process. While not a consensus, 
a number of respondents suggested that the CJF training was basic, and while essential as a first 
step, required supplementary advanced training for facilitators who had gained experience. 
Although not a prominent theme when asked about the “E” Division Program and the CJF 
training, the fact that the training comes at no or a low cost was seen as important, since many 
respondents emphasized the importance of free and available training in their responses to other 
questions. 

The accreditation process received mixed reviews. Some respondents viewed it as 
important for their facilitators to go through the process, both because it improves confidence in 
the facilitator and builds external credibility. However, others found the accreditation to be a 
source of concern for volunteer facilitators, particularly in programs with few opportunities for 
forums to be facilitated. In some cases, programs have lost volunteers who have become 
discouraged by the inability to facilitate enough forums to achieve accreditation. Although the 
“E” Division Program is not inflexible on the accreditation process, there are still concerns. 
Additionally, some respondents were unsure of the accreditation process and how well 
facilitators in other programs were monitored prior to achieving accreditation. This has led 
some programs to develop their own criteria for ensuring their facilitators are qualified, which 
contributes to a lack of standardization around the province. 

 
The CJF Model 

Again, respondents were largely positive in their responses to questions about the CJF 
model. The ability to use more than one facilitator effectively, the pre-forum interviews, and the 
effective script questions were generally viewed as positive components of the process. Police 
and community program respondents alike acknowledged that they felt the CJF model and the 
approach of the “E” Division Program were appropriately community-led, although there was 
not complete agreement on this issue. There were many comments indicating a belief in the CJF 
process as a result of demonstrated success and its strong grounding in the theoretical 
perspectives of restorative justice philosophy. The programs that used the CJF as the sole or 
primary process, reported that they did so as a result of the process having accessible training by 
the RCMP, a positive reputation for effectiveness, and applicability in a wide array of 
situations. However, most programs use at least one other process, recognizing that the CJF 
model has some limitations, the most commonly reported of which was an inability to “go 
deeper” into the issues. 

The script itself was viewed positively by most respondents, but it was also a source of 
disagreement. Some viewed the script as being very adaptable and flexible, something that 
guided the process but did not limit the facilitator. Others had the opposite view, arguing that 
the script did not allow for effective engagement or that it was a limiting factor, particularly for 
new facilitators. A common criticism was that facilitators become complacent and reliant on the 
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script, which made them unable to improve their facilitation skills with confidence. It was also 
suggested that new facilitators are afraid to deviate from the script, even when a question may 
be inappropriate to the situation or have already been answered. As was previously mentioned 
in this section, there has been some tension within the restorative justice community. The 
prominence of the CJF model, with its use of a script to guide the process, appears to be one 
source of this tension, particularly for those who view the facilitator as having a greater role in 
connecting with the participants than is recommended in the CJF model. 

The only other weakness that was identified by multiple respondents was the ability of 
the model to respond effectively to harm in what was referred to as a “both parties harmed” 
scenario. Interviewees sometimes explained that the roles of “offender” and “victim” are not 
always mutually exclusive, particularly in cases involving conflict and violence. It was 
suggested that the CJF model does not do a particularly good job when there is not a clear 
offender and victim, and sometimes does not do well when there are multiple offenders and 
multiple victims. If programs are going to take on a greater number of more complex cases, 
additional training to overcome this weakness in the CJF model may need to be addressed. 

Another divisive issue that appeared in the interviews was the belief that the RCMP will 
not make referrals to programs that do not use the CJF model. Although there are a number of 
programs that do not regularly use the CJF model or have adapted it for their own uses and have 
developed referral partnerships with their local RCMP, it has been argued that this belief exists. 
The consequences of this belief are not clear, but like other divisive issues, further 
communication may be required to address it. 

 
Support for Programs and Detachments 
 It is clear from the survey results and interviews that the “E” Division Program has been 
an important source of support for community programs. According to the survey of community-
level programs, 77% of responding programs look to the “E” Division Program for support, 
which is nearly the same proportion as reported relying on the support of other community-level 
programs. The interviews revealed that in addition to providing necessary training, many 
programs have relied on the “E” Division Program to help get them started, build relationships 
with their local RCMP, and provide guidance on difficult cases. Some programs gave a lot of 
credit to the work of the “E” Division Program personnel in helping to keep their programs 
functional during difficult times. 
 The responses from the interviews with detachment liaison members were not as positive. 
While some recognized the “E” Division Program for providing training and felt that the 
Director would be available to respond to questions if needed, few of the interviewees were 
aware of what the Program did or the services that could be provided. Most who reported having 
direct contact with the program found the quality of service to be very good, but the majority of 
members interviewed felt their detachments did not need support for restorative justice from “E” 
Division. Despite relatively onerous requirements of the detachment restorative justice liaison 
members in the existing policy, many of those interviewed saw the connection to the “E” 
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Division Program as a role that the community restorative justice program coordinator would 
take on. It is also clear that few of the interviewees were confident in the knowledge of the “E” 
Division Restorative Justice Policy on the part of other members at their detachments. 
 There appears to be two main issues related to the ability of the “E” Division Program to 
provide support for community-level programs and detachments. The first is related to human 
resources and availability. There were a number of comments during the interviews with both 
detachment liaison members and community-program representatives that the resources from 
“E” Division toward restorative justice were insufficient. Some were concerned about the recent 
departure of the trainer position and the upcoming retirement of the current Program Director. 
Some respondents explained that they had difficulty receiving service and scheduling training as 
a result of the program lacking resources. Additionally, it was expressed that having the Program 
Director separated from the main Head Quarters unit located in the Lower Mainland made 
connecting with the Program more challenging. 
 The second issue was that program representatives or liaison members did not see 
themselves as being clients of the “E” Division Program. While in the minority, there are a few 
programs that are located in communities that are policed by municipal police forces and do not 
receive referrals from the RCMP. These programs and those programs in RCMP jurisdictions 
that have chosen not to use the CJF model do not view themselves as clients of the “E” Division 
Program, and therefore, they do not request service. Additionally, there are liaison members that 
are completely unaware of the support available to them from “E” Division and only look to their 
local programs for support or guidance on the partnership and/or referral practices. Naturally, it 
is apparent that connections with programs and liaison members have developed primarily 
through the vehicle of the CJF Facilitator training, and therefore, programs and the detachments 
that refer to them have been less likely to form a service relationship with “E” Division if the 
training has not been provided there in recent years. Even in cases where the CJF Facilitator 
training has been held in a community, detachments that do not view the facilitation skills as 
valuable to frontline members do not participate and often do not form the connection to the “E” 
Division Program. 
 
Higher Level Partnerships 
 The “E” Division Restorative Justice Program has developed strong relationships with 
partners in other government agencies and with other stakeholders. It is evident through 
interviews with some of these partners that they place great value on the work done by the 
Program. The Program has strengthened these relationships by providing training opportunities 
and helping to build capacity for restorative justice around the province. A number of 
stakeholders emphasized the important role that the Program has played in strengthening the 
ability of First Nations communities to develop their justice programs through the CJF Facilitator 
training. In fact, the role of the “E” Division Program was considered by some to be of such 
importance that they were concerned that changes to the program could jeopardize the advances 
they had made with restorative justice in their own agencies and in First Nations communities. 
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 It is apparent from the responses by community program representatives and detachment 
liaison members that they are largely unaware of the higher level partnerships that the “E” 
Division Program has established. Many expressed that they would like the RCMP to have these 
relationships, specifically with government and senior management within the RCMP, to provide 
strong and credible advocacy on behalf of restorative justice and the partnerships in place at the 
community level. Interpreting the comments of these respondents on a deeper level, it appears 
that they are not seeing the results that they would expect from higher level partnerships between 
the “E” Division Program, the rest of the RCMP in British Columbia, and other government 
agencies. In fact, some respondents felt that they received mixed messages on key issues related 
to restorative justice from the “E” Division Program and the Government of British Columbia 
and experienced inconsistent support from RCMP leaders in their communities. Importantly, 
respondents would like to see these relationships materialize more overtly, as many appear to 
believe that the RCMP’s expressed support of restorative justice would benefit their current 
situations in a number of ways. Additionally, some respondents felt that the “E” Division 
Program lacked strong enough relationships with those considered leaders among the 
community-level programs. Therefore, although it appears that forming and maintaining strong 
partnerships has been one of the key strengths of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program, 
the results of these higher level partnerships have not been as apparent to those working on the 
frontline of policing and restorative justice work.  
 

What is Working for Restorative Justice in BC? 

The Benefits of Restorative Justice in BC 

Perhaps the greatest asset that restorative justice in BC has is a foundation of very 
passionate and hard-working individuals who truly believe in and are emotionally invested in 
their programs. Many programs pride themselves on the satisfaction expressed by the 
participants and work diligently to meet and balance the needs of all parties involved. 
Satisfaction of the participants has been attributed, in part, to the quick timeline the process 
follows from the time of the referral through to completion of the agreement as compared to the 
time it would have taken in the criminal justice system. Some of these cases would likely have 
never seen the walls of a court room, and justice would not have been realized if alternatives had 
not been considered. Restorative justice seeks to repair the harm, not punish, which those 
interviewed reported have led victims and communities to say results in a more gratifying 
experience. It gives victims a voice and contributes to the restoration of a sense of community 
safety as well as restitution for the losses suffered. Some programs have measured recidivism 
rates, and reported in their interviews that their programs show lower rates using restorative 
justice than are typically achieved in court.  

Many programs enjoy functional partnerships such as those with detachments, local 
businesses, schools and educational institutes. Regularly in the interviews, these partnerships 
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were recognized as being essential to a thriving program that benefits the community. These 
partnerships, and the fact that most programs draw their ability to provide service from dedicated 
community volunteers, indicate a strong connection with the community, which contributes to 
empowerment and better trust in the community as a whole and in justice specifically. These 
programs are fostering a movement of community supporting community members.   

Responses from the interviews indicate that restorative justice is a good fit for 
communities to address issues where the legal criminal justice system is believed not to be 
appropriate. For example, restorative justice is well received in the context of youth justice. In 
the process, as an extrajudicial measure, a referral to a community-level restorative justice 
program meets the provisions set out by the Youth Criminal Justice Act. It was expressed that 
using restorative justice to respond to youth offending is believed to have a better likelihood of 
keeping young people away from future offending by keeping them out of the formal criminal 
justice system. Similarly, interviews suggested that restorative justice could be a catalyst for 
addressing community concerns that are the roots of crime problems. Some interviewees also 
argued that restorative justice fits well within their community culture. This is particularly true of 
First Nation communities, whose programs explain that their use of restorative justice practices 
better represents an aboriginal system and practice of justice. It also allows these communities to 
take greater responsibility for their justice needs without relying on a system that has not 
historically met their needs. At the same time though, it has been suggested that restorative 
justice and aboriginal justice, though overlapping, are distinct and that restorative justice should 
not be considered the panacea for responding to justice needs in aboriginal communities. 
 Additionally, restorative justice programs provide these benefits with relatively little cost 
when compared to the legal processes used in the criminal justice system. While there is not 
enough data to determine whether these programs achieve better results than does going through 
the court process, the work that the programs do with the funding that they receive allows for 
resolutions to cases to be accomplished more economically than in court. While there is still the 
argument that many of the referrals that go to restorative justice programs would not ultimately 
go to court, whether or not this is the case, the programs have demonstrated that they can provide 
a valuable service even with the relatively low levels of funding that they receive. 

The Spread of Restorative Justice 

  Since restorative justice programs were very uncommon prior the late 1990s, the fact 
that most communities in the province are served by at least one restorative justice program 
demonstrates the impressive spread of restorative justice. While the spread of restorative justice 
is largely dependent on the funding and other resources available, which can be a major 
challenge for many programs as detailed further below, some programs are enjoying an increase 
in referrals. Police officers are becoming more receptive to restorative justice as an alternative to 
the traditional criminal justice system. The increase in buy in is observed particularly where 
programs are physically based out of the detachment. Additionally, restorative justice programs 
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across the province have sought out other non-police referral sources, such as businesses, 
schools, crown counsels, and private citizens. 
 While certainly not the sole reason for this spread, the “E” Division RCMP Restorative 
Justice Program has played a major role. By providing low or no-cost training to community-
level programs and by arranging for community volunteers and RCMP members to get trained 
together, the program has not only built capacity for restorative justice but also facilitated 
connections between programs and the largest referral source. The “E” Division program has 
also been a contributor to spreading restorative justice to other agencies, like BC Conservation 
Branch and Fisheries and Oceans Canada. 
 The funding and guidance provided by the government of British Columbia and the 
government of Canada have also contributed significantly to the spread. With the CAP and AJS 
frameworks in place, programs have been provided with support, guidance, and funding to start 
up and continue providing service. These frameworks have not only promoted the establishment 
of restorative justice programs, they have also put in place a connection to the rest of the justice 
system, which lends some increased legitimacy. These frameworks have also helped to build 
regional networks, which have facilitated the spread of ideas and improved practice. 
 Additionally, the variety of restorative processes used can be seen as a strength. In 
addition to the three most common restorative justice processes, programs are adapting 
restorative practices to meet the needs of their communities. AJS programs are leading the way 
in this area, developing processes that incorporate aspects of their local culture and traditions, 
while taking referrals at a greater number of entry points from the justice system. With the 
expansion of the types of restorative processes used, restorative justice programs in British 
Columbia are able to address some of the complex needs of offenders, victims, and their 
supporters in the community. 
 While the findings from this review show that change and continued support is needed, it 
is clear that a strong foundation has been set. With this strong foundation, many programs are 
well established and looking to contribute to justice in their community at a greater level. These 
thriving programs noted the strong desire of community members wanting to volunteer and be 
part of the restorative justice process. Some have experienced having more volunteer enthusiasm 
(number of volunteers and hours they were willing to commit) than there are referrals and 
opportunities for participation. It is programs like these where there is an expressed desire to 
expand their referral criteria to include more complex and serious cases. They recognize that 
where restorative justice needs to go in the future is a dialogue that requires contemplation. It has 
been expressed that restorative justice cannot just be thought of as a police referral option; there 
are many other steps along the way for opportunities to initiate the restorative justice process and 
in more meaningful ways. There is still a need for programs to be established in communities 
without access to restorative justice and for programs to be developed to accept referrals at other 
entry points to the criminal justice system. However, the more pressing area for growth appears 
to be in increasing the use of those programs that exist and the complexity of the cases they take 
on. 
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Communities Taking a Lead 

 Restorative justice is a paradigm of justice that many would argue is best delivered when 
led by the community. One respondent eloquently provided the following explanation for why it 
is so important for the community to take the lead: 
 

 “RJ cultivates active civic participation in crime and justice issues, which tend to be deeper 
social and justice issues like addiction or youth neglect. RJ can engage the community in 
addressing those risk factors for crime. Otherwise we may be apathetic or uneducated about 
these issues in our communities. RJ gives the opportunity to get involved.”  
 

And communities are getting involved. Some programs reported on the tremendous support they 
receive from their communities for the work that they do. Communities can be empowered and 
those who need to be involved for the ultimate betterment of the victim and offender have the 
option of being involved and often choose to be involved, taking ownership of the issues and 
problems in their neighbourhoods. This is a shift from the typical practice of calling the 
“professionals” when something goes wrong. 
  The findings from the surveys support the concept that restorative justice is largely 
community-led, as opposed to being led by the police or a government. There are more programs 
that are operated through independent non-profit structures than are incorporated into a police or 
government structure. And for those that are incorporated into those structures, those running the 
programs are often very conscious of the benefit of shaping their programs through community 
involvement. While the benefits of a strong link to the police and to government are very evident 
in the findings from this review, a consistent message from program representatives and 
stakeholders was that being grassroots was a strength of restorative justice in British Columbia 
and is what makes restorative justice programs able to address the needs of individuals and 
communities that are often neglected in the criminal justice system. 
 While certainly a strength, the fact that restorative justice primarily operates outside of the 
criminal justice system and separate from criminal justice professionals and their agencies also 
makes its position tenuous. Some respondents felt that the balance had gone too far toward 
community-led, weakening the credibility of programs that is needed for restorative justice to 
address the crime problems in a meaningful way. While the data from this review provide some 
support for this argument, in that police-led program receive better referral numbers than do 
other programs, some of the strongest programs in the province are community-led and have 
established solid referral partnerships with police without being incorporated into the policing 
structure. These programs, often located within or very near to police buildings, are able to 
benefit from the close relationship and maintain the autonomy that allows them to gauge the 
needs of the community and provide the service accordingly irrespective of policing priorities. 
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Expertise in Restorative Justice 

 British Columbia is fortunate to have a strong and connected core of experienced 
restorative justice practitioners and experts. With the spread of restorative justice has come great 
interest and that interest has led to the development of strong training and education programs. 
The RCMP offers one such training process that has been very well received. Others are offered 
by private organizations and universities. Fortunately, those people with expertise in restorative 
justice have taken important roles in the formal and informal networks that many programs have 
reported are an important source of support and guidance for them. 
 The emergence of influential leaders in restorative justice has been improving the quality 
of restorative justice work in the province. There are models being used and taught across the 
province that are viewed highly by many programs, as was evidenced by the responses to 
questions about the CJF model as well as the results from the training evaluations. While there is 
not always consensus about the models themselves, the debate, if somewhat divisive, does 
increase the level of reflection on what is needed to improve restorative practice in the province. 
Furthermore, although there are currently no agreed upon standards for practice, there is a 
provincially recognized document to guide community-level programs in developing ethical 
restorative justice practice (Sharpe, 2011) that recommends reflecting on existing practice and 
strengthening relationships. It is clear that British Columbia has a strong group of restorative 
justice advocates that have the potential to continue to move the field in a positive direction in 
the future. To realize that potential will likely require those influential leaders to find a more 
unified voice on the key issues that are relevant to all of the stakeholders. 
 

What Challenges is Restorative Justice Facing in BC? 

 Funding 

While not every program reported difficulties with regard to funding, the vast majority 
stated that funding was their greatest challenge. As the data revealed, there is a large disparity in 
the amount of funding that programs receive, and many programs do not receive enough to pay 
full time staff or offer training opportunities to their volunteers in addition to covering the costs 
associated with holding a restorative justice forum or other process. Funding is a considerable 
issue for nearly all programs not funded through the Federal AJS. These programs report that 
many of the other challenges they face stem from a lack of funding. 

The lack of sustainable funding was brought up on a regular basis as a major hindrance to 
many restorative justice programs. Many programs experience uncertainty as to whether their 
funding will be continued from year to year. Additionally, many rely on fundraising and grants 
to meet their requirements, which divert efforts away from program’s primary purpose. It is 
necessary for most programs to apply for grants in yearly funding cycles. The grant application 
process is consistently noted to be very time consuming, onerous and stressful. Being required to 
expend considerable time and resources into applying for grants and funding on an annual basis 
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can cause other areas of the program’s operations to suffer. For example, efforts to further 
develop and expand existing programs get stifled. This restricts attempts to enhance training and 
public awareness to gain community support. Interest in and support for restorative justice from 
municipal governments and other local contributors influences the monetary commitments some 
restorative justice programs come to rely on. When that interest and support waxes and wanes, 
the stability and functionality of the programs are shaken. 

It was clearly expressed in interviews with programs that they do not have the funding to 
provide a service in the best way possible. This was echoed in interviews with other 
stakeholders. The lack of adequate funding is believed to stem from a lack of support for the 
concept of restorative justice or a lack of trust in the capabilities of programs to provide service. 
The argument continues that in order to build confidence in the programs and receive more 
funding, the programs need to be able to demonstrate their ability to make a difference by taking 
on more and more complex referrals and showing success. These referrals do not come, as there 
is a lack of trust in the competency of volunteers and their limited training. Finally, in order to 
hire employees and provide the higher levels of training, these programs require adequate 
funding. From this perspective, there is a need for a funding structure that recognizes the cyclical 
nature of this challenge and provides some way to address it.  

Consistent and Advanced Training 

 The lack of consistent and sustainable funding has a direct impact on another challenge 
felt by many programs; the unmet need for consistent and advanced training. According to the 
program representatives, money is required to be able to obtain and advance training. Some 
programs struggle simply to access core training. This is typically faced by those programs in 
more isolated jurisdictions. Other programs feel it is necessary to acquire further training for the 
benefit of their program, the clients they serve, and ultimately for the community. When asked 
what their programs would do with increased levels of funding, most responses involved 
training.  
 For the basic level of training, the majority of programs have been relying on the “E” 
Division Restorative Justice Program to provide free or low-cost training to new volunteers. This 
comes at a cost to the RCMP to travel to sometimes remote communities to provide three days of 
training and has limited the ability of the program to be as effective as possible in other key 
program areas. Other training options have been argued to be inaccessible for these programs 
due to the costs associated to sending volunteers away for training and the cost of the training 
itself. With the costs of this arrangement to the RCMP and the fact that it is not consistently 
available for programs that often have high volunteer turnover, it is not an ideal way to continue 
to ensure adequate training across the province. While the “E” Division Program has increased 
the capacity for the CJF to be trained across the province by recently training several new 
trainers, it is unclear whether this will in fact enable better access to training at the low cost that 
the programs desire due to their current levels of funding.  
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 While some programs are taxed to capacity with their referral loads, other programs 
desire to expand on their referral criteria to be able to take on more serious and complex cases 
rather than be limited to relatively minor incidents such as shoplifting and mischief. However, it 
is not just a simple matter of changing referral parameters to expand a program’s mandate. 
Opening the door to cases where there are potential power imbalances and other issues that have 
the potential, if not handled appropriately, to negatively affect the perception of the restorative 
justice process cannot be taken lightly. Advanced training is required to prepare the facilitator for 
potential challenges and to prevent further harm from occurring. Some claim that there are 
restorative justice programs that are currently taking on more complex cases without this 
requisite training. While the efforts and best intentions coming out of these programs are seen as 
admirable, there is concern regarding the liability of working beyond one’s training.  
 For more advanced training, there are options, but these generally come with costs that 
are prohibitive for programs within their current levels of funding. Many responses to the 
interviews requested that the RCMP provide advanced and refresher training, likely both as a 
result of the strong track record of the CJF training and the expectation that it would come at less 
cost. It is evident that more access to advanced training is necessary, but if it comes with the 
expectation of being able to take on more complex referrals, it will likely require collaboration 
between various stakeholders to determine what skills are necessary and at what level to meet the 
needs involved in these cases. The RCMP, or any organization, in isolation is not likely in a 
position to develop an advanced training and accreditation that will be accepted for this purpose 
across the province. 
 
Standardization, Institutionalization, and Professionalization 

 Comments were made regarding the lack of consistency between certain programs, 
sometimes due to training. While differences between programs are not always a bad thing – 
many appreciate that restorative justice is not made from a cookie-cutter – there is a desire to 
have consistency for the sake of the general reputation of restorative justice. There is an apparent 
simultaneous dichotomy regarding the standardization of restorative justice in the province of 
British Columbia. Standardization is both something considered necessary for the future of 
restorative justice and, at the same time, a seriously contentious issue. While most practitioners 
recognize that restorative justice is not a “one size fits all” approach, working best when tailored 
according to the circumstances of the case, many also desire uniform operations and regulated 
facilitator qualifications. It is felt that with operating standards in place, the quality and success 
of restorative processes would increase and the credibility of restorative justice would be 
enhanced.  

Perhaps the solution to the dichotomy is in the semantics of standardization. One 
suggestion that came out in the interviews is to understand the issue by separating the need for 
standards from the concept of uniformity that is believed to exist in the term “standardization”. 
In this sense, restorative justice can and should develop standards of good practice, but should 
not expect programs to be established and function in a uniform or “standardized” way. In terms 
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of taking on more serious and complex cases for example, there might be a requirement that in 
order to take on cases with a specified level of complexity, a facilitator will be required to have a 
specified level of training, and meet certain standards of conduct within the restorative process. 
The process, as long as it was done in a manner that met the standards, could use a model 
deemed by the facilitator to be appropriate for the situation. The training that he/she received 
would also be required to meet specific standards to impart the necessary skills, but could be 
presented in a way deemed by the trainer to best suit the audience and the trainer’s style. Ideally, 
through the influence of restorative justice experts and other relevant stakeholders, and with 
government support, a balance can be struck between having the standards in place that build 
credibility and ensure effective practice and allowing programs to have their own community 
flavour which is vital to getting community buy in.  

This may be difficult to achieve, however, as there is a feeling that divisiveness exists on 
some of the key issues in restorative justice. This lack of cohesion is seen to be a large hurdle to 
the restorative justice movement in the province. It may also require time, resources, and money 
to research and establish a practical framework for practice. As it stands, this is an area of 
concern for restorative justice in British Columbia which is preventing the field from moving in 
the direction that most stakeholders want to see it go. 
 There are other issues that are holding restorative justice back, not in terms of internal 
divisions between restorative justice practitioners, but in terms of acceptance within the larger 
criminal justice system. For some, mostly those outside of the field itself, restorative justice 
requires a more prominent position within the criminal justice system, one characterized by some 
or all of the following: inclusion in legislation, government operated programs, and professional 
facilitators. From this perspective, restorative justice would gain legitimacy in the eyes of other 
criminal justice actors and would be more easily integrated into system-wide strategies of justice. 
However, others warn of the necessity of community involvement to make restorative justice 
work, and point to the belief that restorative justice would become too similar to the legal 
criminal justice system, losing what makes it an effective alternative. Again, the most common 
perspective is that there is a need for balance with regard to the incorporation of restorative 
justice into the criminal justice system in a “professionalized” way in order to gain the 
legitimacy and acceptance that so many programs desire while not jeopardizing the community 
involvement. 
 The need for program reviews and evaluations came up a number of times in the 
interviews. Again the dichotomy exists in this area as well. The development of evaluative tools 
was suggested, as there is a desire for assessment mechanisms and guidelines for law 
enforcement personnel and prosecutors. These tools would allow for programs to demonstrate 
their successes to criminal justice partners and funding providers, while at the same time, referral 
agencies could feel more informed in making decisions whether or not to provide referrals to 
programs based on the evaluation results. It would also help to identify areas in need of 
improvement. The issues arise with the questions of who will define success and who will be 
responsible for conducting the evaluations. In the surveys, programs indicated a number of 
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factors that they would like to be evaluated on. Many would likely overlap with governmental 
justice goals, but recidivism, for example was not always a goal that community programs 
wanted to hold themselves to. There is concern that evaluations would be tied to funding, which 
could negatively influence the services provided or the referrals accepted, and thus jeopardize the 
autonomy of programs to have goals distinct from the traditional criminal justice system. 
Additionally, evaluations can be costly, and with limited funding, programs may not have the 
time, expertise, or resources to conduct them on their own. 
 
Support 

Closely related to the issues of legitimacy and credibility that underlie the challenges in 
the restorative justice field in finding consensus on standards, institutionalization, and 
professionalization, the issue of support for the concept of restorative justice is a considerable 
challenge. Support for restorative justice is perceived to be lacking from a number of sources 
according to several programs. This perception comes primarily from a lack of referrals which 
was stated to be a considerable challenge for many respondents. Additionally, respondents spoke 
about a lack of support from government and leaders in the criminal justice system, the effect of 
which permeates through the justice system and the general public. The apparent crux of the 
issue was very consistent; a lack of knowledge and education about restorative justice. This was 
seen to be the case for the community, the police, and other players in the criminal justice 
system. 

In reference to community members, it was felt by many interview respondents that there 
is a lack of buy in because of the limited awareness or flawed perception of restorative justice. 
Some added that, in general, once the restorative justice philosophy and processes are explained 
to victims, they are cooperative in the process. On the other hand, offenders tend to require little, 
if any, convincing as they are typically happy to avoid the court system. It was also expressed 
that those in leadership positions in government and in the criminal justice system do not do 
enough to change the public’s perception of restorative justice. The low levels of funding and the 
failure to use restorative justice regularly or publicly support its use for high profile cases (ie. the 
riots following the Stanley Cup Finals in 2011) are offered as reasons why the public views the 
practices as “soft on crime”. 

Police were a primary target for comments related to low support and a lack of 
understanding of restorative justice. As the main referral source for programs this is to be 
expected. The lack of knowledge and education of police on restorative justice is largely 
attributed to the high rate of turnover of members. Respondents reported that there is a constant 
need to reeducate as positions are filled by new staff, but this is not necessarily a simple task. 
Member’s support for restorative justice, as seen by their referral rates, is thought to be highly 
influenced by the detachment’s Non-Commissioned Officers (NCOs) and leadership. Where 
NCOs are supportive of and refer to restorative justice themselves, their team members are more 
likely to as well. It has been observed that buy in by members is achieved particularly when they 
have the opportunity to actually participate in the restorative justice processes. In absence of 
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direct experience or a deeper understanding of restorative justice, it is felt that police, like the 
general public, are influenced by the lack of an expression of support from leaders and view 
restorative justice as of limited usefulness. 
 As a result of the perception of relatively low levels of support from government, police, 
other criminal justice actors, and the general public, some interviewees expressed a desire for 
more support and assistance from the RCMP Restorative Justice Program Director as well as the 
Provincial Government Restorative Justice Coordinator. These roles are viewed as key in not 
only supporting the daily functioning of programs, but also in advancing the interests of the 
programs and of restorative justice in general. While most programs expressed appreciation for 
the support provided by those in these roles, there was an expectation that more could be done 
from within these roles to build support among other key stakeholders where it is currently seen 
to be lacking. 
 Despite all of the positives of restorative justice in British Columbia, it remains under-
utilized, both in terms of the amount it is used and how it is used. The challenges that are 
hindering the potential for restorative justice to benefit communities in the province even further 
are largely inter-related. The relative lack of support for restorative justice, perhaps stemming 
from the lack of awareness and understanding, as suggested by many respondents, is in part a 
cause of and caused by the low levels of funding that restorative justice receives. Although 
support for the concept of restorative justice is continuing to grow, the expectations of 
demonstrated results, high levels of training and qualifications, and standards of practice are 
preceding the commitment of meaningful support, financial and otherwise, for the existing 
programs. As those interviewed expressed, at some point, in order for restorative justice to make 
a more meaningful contribution to justice in British Columbia, one of these considerable 
challenges needs to be addressed. Increased support from leaders in government and the criminal 
justice system may be the most important change to realize this goal. 
 

Section 1 Key Findings 

Structure of Programs 

• The majority of community-level programs fall within one of two frameworks: 
Government of British Columbia’s Community Accountability Programs (CAP), 
accounting for 43% of programs in the province, and Aboriginal Justice Strategy (AJS), 
accounting for approximately 29% of programs in British Columbia. But there is a broad 
diversity of programs and complex structure including government-run or criminal justice 
system programs, independent programs and networks.  

• There is a large disparity in funding between CAP and AJS programs. Greater levels of 
funding allow for more diversity of processes and of types of referrals with less reliance 
on volunteers but do not appear to increase capacity, referrals, cost effectiveness or 
efficiency. 
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• There are very few police-led and police-based municipal restorative justice programs in 
the province. Community-led is the norm. 

• There are four models of community-led restorative justice programs: community-level 
government programs, police-located community-police partnership programs, 
community-located community-police partnership programs, and other community-based 
programs.  

• 42% of programs surveyed reported that their program is a not-for-profit society. Another 
21% of programs surveyed reported that they are a program of a larger organization such 
as the Boys and Girls Club or John Howard Society. Others are specific to the city.  

• 24% of programs are operated within the municipal or band government structure  
• Most programs are located within a police building or community policing office. Others 

are located in a government building, within a school, in a private office or otherwise.  
• Most programs rely heavily on volunteers. Based on the survey data, there is a ratio of 

nearly 11 volunteers for every 1 paid employee in restorative justice in British Columbia.  
 

Restorative Justice Processes and Practices in British Columbia 

• There are three main practices in restorative justice within the province: Victim-Offender 
Reconciliation, Sentencing and Peacemaking Circles, and Family Group 
Conferencing/Community Justice Forums. 

• Restorative justice programs operating at the community–level in British Columbia are 
primarily involved in pre-charge restorative justice. 

• Few programs offer restorative justice later in the Criminal Justice System process. 
• The CJF is the most commonly used process for pre and post-charge restorative justice in 

British Columbia.  
• Overall, it appears that a referral to restorative justice, when the process is completed, 

provides a swifter justice than does going through court.  
 

Training 

• There is a sizeable need/desire for training for programs, both basic and advanced. There 
are no provincially established criteria for what counts as adequate training.  

• 71% of members (including auxiliaries and reserve constables) have had no or under 4 
hours of training in restorative justice. 

• RCMP provided training has shifted focus to training trainers. This is due, in particular, 
to the retirement of the “E” Division’s CJF trainer. 

• CJF Facilitator training has been very well received and in an assessment of learning 
outcomes where pre-tests were compared to post-tests, demonstrates a level of knowledge 
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that would be very uncommon without having received the training or having some other 
experience with the CJF model. 

• Preliminary outcomes regarding Train the Trainer sessions indicate satisfaction with the 
training and a demonstration that learning was achieved. 

 

Outputs, Cost-Effectiveness, and Efficiency 

• Overall, community-level programs are only receiving referrals at 64% of their capacity. 
• Those programs with at least one paid employee accept a greater number of referrals on 

average per person providing service for the program. Ideally, programs wanting to 
accept more than 40 referrals per years should have a single paid employee with a corps 
of volunteers to maximize outputs, cost-effectiveness, and efficiency. 

• The optimal ratio range to receive the most referrals per paid employee is between 12 and 
24 volunteers for each employee.  

• The community-level programs that are government-run, as a group, appear to have the 
greatest ability to maximize the number of referrals for their funding dollars.  

• Referral rates are higher in police-led models. There are several advantages and 
disadvantages for the various models on a number of different variables. 

 

Police Practices 

• Less than 1% of all criminal code files with an associated offender are referred to 
community-level restorative justice programs in British Columbia. Files with youth 
offenders are 9 times more likely to result in at least one referral. 

• Support and use of restorative justice is not consistent across the division and not evenly 
distributed among members. Most police initiated referrals are coming from a small 
amount of members. 

• The offenders associated to the files that are considered for restorative justice are 
primarily youth and young adults with no or limited previous police contact, often for 
shoplifting offences. It appears members do not consider criteria beyond youth, minor 
offences and limited previous contact and members often refer based on offender 
demeanor.   

• Members are more likely to refer when leadership expresses support for restorative 
justice.  
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“E” Division Restorative Justice Program 

• Police in British Columbia are contributing to the levels of success of restorative justice 
in the province by getting trained to understand restorative justice and making referrals to 
community-level programs. 

• The RCMP in BC’s Restorative Justice Program has a substantial influence on restorative 
justice in the province. Of the community–level programs responding to the survey, 94% 
indicated that they receive referrals from the RCMP and 84% reported using the CJF 
model.  

• The substantial influence is largely due to “E” Divisions program personnel providing 
training to these programs at little to no cost. The goal of the training is to improve 
capacity of community-level programs. 

• The RCMP actively promoted the CJF model, in part because of the belief that 
establishing an RCMP connection to a single, effective restorative justice model would 
improve consistency and confidence in the restorative justice approach.  

• The philosophy and principles of restorative justice as accepted and trained by the RCMP 
are intended to be congruent with and are often based on other well established 
restorative justice theories and philosophies.  The RCMP emphasizes a few points that 
others may not: the goal of reducing reoffending, the formality of structured programs, 
the timeliness of the process, the focus on the use of a formal script.  

• Evaluations of the “E” Division CJF Facilitator training and Train-the-Trainer workshops 
show the trainings are well received and produce the intended skills and knowledge 
learning outcomes.  

• 77% of community programs turn to the “E” Division Program for support, training, 
getting their programs started, building relationships with local RCMP and providing 
guidance on difficult cases.  

• Detachment liaison members did not report as much connectedness to the “E” Division 
program. 

• Although it appears that forming and maintaining strong partnerships has been one of the 
key strengths of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program, the results of higher level 
partnerships have not been as apparent to those working on the front line of policing and 
restorative justice work.  

 

Main Strengths 

• BC has a foundation of very passionate and hardworking individuals who truly believe in 
and are emotionally invested in their programs. 

• Among these individuals are experienced and accomplished experts who are influencing 
the growth of restorative justice and the spread of good practice. 
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• Many programs enjoy functional partnerships such as with detachments, local businesses, 
schools and educational institutes, which indicates a connection with the community and 
fosters community supporting community members.  

• Communities are getting involved. Some programs reported on the tremendous support 
they receive from their communities for the work that they do. Communities can be 
empowered and those who need to be involved for the ultimate betterment of the victim 
and offender have the option of being involved and often choose to be involved, taking 
ownership of the issues and problems in their neighbourhoods. 

• Restorative justice is a good fit in the context of youth justice in that the process, as an 
extrajudicial measure, meets the provisions set out by the Youth Criminal Justice Act.  

• Some programs are enjoying an increase in referrals as police officers are becoming more 
receptive to restorative justice as an alternative to the traditional criminal justice system. 
The increase in buy in is observed particularly where programs are physically based out 
of the detachment. 
 

Main Challenges 

• The lack of sustainable funding was brought up on a regular basis as a major hindrance to 
many restorative justice programs. 

• Another challenge felt by many programs is unmet needs for consistent and advanced 
training. 

• Support for restorative justice is perceived to be lacking from a number of sources 
according to several programs. They believe this is due to a lack of knowledge and 
education about restorative justice. This was seen to be the case for the community, the 
police and players in the criminal justice system. 

• There was an expressed need for uniform operations and regulated facilitator 
qualifications while at the same time having the ability to handle a case based on the 
unique needs of the participants and the community. 

• There are opposing points of view on key issues in restorative justice. This lack of 
cohesion is leading to important discussions, but the lack of a unified voice to represent 
and advocate for restorative justice is seen as a large hurdle to the restorative justice 
movement in the province. 

• Program reviews and evaluations are desired but there are currently no assessment 
mechanisms formally in place. 
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Section 2: 

Introduction 

In order to determine the appropriate role for the RCMP to play in restorative justice in 
BC, it is important to put together a picture of what an ideal system of restorative justice could 
look like. This picture must be informed by the various theoretical perspectives on crime, lessons 
from best practices used around the world, and the opinions and experiences of those who study 
and practice restorative justice here in British Columbia. This section explores the theories, best 
practices, and stakeholder perspectives on restorative justice to gain clarity around some of the 
more pressing and contentious issues in this field. Having this understanding will enable Crime 
Prevention Services and “E” Division senior management to establish a plan for how to gain the 
most benefit from “E” Division’s Restorative Justice Program and how to avoid potentially 
serious issues with negative consequences for justice in the province.  

This section is separated into five subsections. The first reviews literature on the 
theoretical perspectives that can inform restorative justice practices. The second analyzes 
research on restorative justice practices around the world in order to identify best and promising 
practices. The third presents the findings from the literature reviews in the context of British 
Columbia using the findings from Section 1. The fourth subsection outlines the responses 
received through interviews with community programs on practitioners’ thoughts, opinions, and 
perspectives on how restorative justice should function in this province. The fifth subsection 
refers to the results of our interviews with RCMP members and other stakeholders, voicing their 
thoughts, opinion, and perspectives on the ideal role for “E” Division’s program. 

 In reviewing the literature on theories, the subsection begins with a discussion of the 
principles and the true goals of restorative justice. Although restorative justice is often 
considered to be a complement or even a viable alternative to the conventional criminal justice 
system due to their sharing of many goals, there are some important distinctions between the 
goals and principles of restorative justice and those of the criminal justice system. Among the 
more important distinctions, is the difference in emphasis placed on reducing offending, which 
will feature prominently throughout this subsection. A discussion of the theoretical reasons why 
restorative justice may contribute to lowering recidivism follows, offering insights from some 
perspectives closely associated with restorative justice and other criminological theories that are 
not commonly discussed in this context. From there, the discussion delves into some of the more 
contentious issues surrounding restorative justice, issues that will likely be pertinent to guiding 
decisions made about the future direction of “E” Division’s program.  

In introducing how restorative justice has been put into practice effectively elsewhere, the 
second subsection provides a description of the various approaches used in restorative justice and 
at what stages in the criminal justice process they are used. Examples of programs and systems 
from around the world are then described, illustrating the diversity in how restorative justice has 
been implemented. The discussion then moves to the issues surrounding the institutionalization 
of restorative justice within the broader criminal justice system to determine whether this 
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direction can be viewed as a best practice. That discussion is followed by an examination of the 
trends, debates, and evidence for using restorative justice with youth and adult offenders. 
Following that is an examination of how restorative justice can better meet the needs of victims 
and whether the current reluctance to use restorative justice processes on cases of violence 
against women and within families is warranted. The review then provides an in-depth look at 
the role of the police in restorative justice, summarizing the various possible roles in order to 
identify a most suitable police role. 

The section continues by relating the findings from Section 1 to the conclusions from the 
literature reviews on theory and best practice. This section highlights the ways in which 
restorative justice in British Columbia is consistent with theory and international best practices 
and ways in which it is not. Based on those discussions, a list of potential ways to address the 
gaps in practice is presented. 

The remaining subsections are informed by the results of interviews conducted with 
representatives from community restorative justice programs, police, and other stakeholders. 
Their perspectives on the ideal future for restorative justice in the province are discussed, adding 
to the findings from theory and best practice. The perspectives on how those interviewed see the 
role of the government in moving toward that ideal future are presented next. To return to the 
main purpose of the review, the subsection ends with the police and stakeholders’ views on the 
ideal role of the RCMP’s Restorative Justice Program followed by their views on the ideal role 
of frontline police. 

Theoretical Perspectives on Restorative Justice 

The Principles and Goals of Restorative Justice 

Restorative justice has often been described more in terms of what it is not than what it is. 
Whether it is considered a complement or an alternative to the contemporary criminal justice 
system (Archibald & Llewellyn, 2006), restorative justice has its own set of principles and goals. 
While not necessarily universal to all incarnations of restorative justice, these principles and 
goals can generally be presented most clearly in terms comparative to the contemporary criminal 
justice system. In fact, as Elliott (2011) explained, the value of restorative justice is often in its 
opposition to or re-conceptualizing of many of the aspects of current criminal justice systems 
such as retribution, punishment, security, and justice itself. At its base, rather than viewing crime 
as a violation of the laws of the state, restorative justice emphasizes that crime causes harm and 
violates relationships (Zehr, 2002). By taking the emphasis away from the legal rule breaking, 
the focus shifts from the offence being against the state to being against the victimized person. 
The victim and his/her needs become central to responding to the offence, usurping the position 
given to the law and the offender in the criminal justice system. The process is meant to be less 
about ensuring the offender gets what he/she deserves, generally through punishment and 
denunciation, and more about creating an obligation on the offender to repair the harm(s) to the 
victim by responding to the needs that are a result of the harm. Moreover, restorative justice 
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establishes that it is the role of those closest to the harm (the victims, family and supporters, 
offenders, and the community) to find resolution, rather than relinquishing this responsibility to 
the state justice system. 

Critics of contemporary criminal justice systems often point to the dissatisfaction that 
victims, and indeed the general public, have with justice processes in court. Victims are relegated 
to the position of a witness, the offenders sit idly by as their lawyers speak for them, all while the 
process acts upon them until an outcome is delivered (Van Ness, Morris, & Maxwell, 2001). 
Many others who also feel affected by the crime are not provided a voice or the ability to 
participate beyond watching the trial unfold in person or through media depictions. The feelings 
of exclusion combined with a perceived inability of the system to adequately address victim 
needs and produce lasting change in offenders have led many to explore the potential that 
restorative justice processes have to achieve a more inclusive and satisfactory justice (Nicholl, 
1999). 

Restorative justice has become a widely accepted and continually growing approach to 
justice issues worldwide, and while there are a wide variety of practices used, some basic 
principles are understood as important or even definitive in restorative justice. In 2002, the 
United Nations documented the basic principles for the use of restorative justice practices in 
criminal matters, which can be seen as an international guideline for the use of restorative justice 
(UNODC, 2006, pp. 99-102).Within these principles, several themes emerge, including those of 
voluntariness, agreement, flexibility, fairness, safety, respect, and the protection of individual 
rights. In terms of voluntariness, it is emphasized that restorative justice requires all parties to 
participate on a voluntary basis, without coercion or undue inducement. Therefore, unlike with 
the criminal justice system, no offender, victim, or witness can be compelled to participate 
through threat of legal sanctions. Additionally, to the extent possible, restorative justice practices 
seek agreement on the events involved in the offence and on the resolution. Tied closely to 
voluntariness, the facts of crime and the resolution should not be decided upon unilaterally, as all 
parties should come to agreement and participate in the decisions and their outcomes voluntarily. 
It is also recognized that there is not a single correct way to proceed with restorative justice or to 
come to a resolution. Restorative approaches may occur at a number of stages within the criminal 
justice process, from prior to a charge being laid to after the offender has been released from 
incarceration, and should rely on the participants’ ingenuity to find meaningful resolutions that 
meet the needs of those involved. Therefore, unlike the traditional criminal justice system, more 
emphasis is placed on the specific needs of those involved rather than on ensuring the response 
fits to the offence as prescribed by law. At the same time, in line with the criminal justice 
system, restorative justice principles also emphasize fairness, ensuring that no resolution places 
an unreasonable and disproportionate burden on the offender. Furthermore, the restorative 
practices are intended to uphold the inherent value of all people through an emphasis on respect 
and the assurance of safety for all parties.  

In British Columbia, the goals of the criminal justice system include “preventing crime; 
protecting the public; supporting victims, their families, and witnesses; holding people 
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responsible for crimes they have committed; and helping offenders return to the community and 
become law abiding members of the community”(BC Ministry of Justice, 2012, ¶2). Section 718 
of the Criminal Code of Canada (1985) outlines six objectives for sentencing: denunciation of 
the crime; deterrence, specific and general; incapacitation when needed; rehabilitation of 
offenders; reparation for victims; and promotion of a sense of responsibility in offenders. The 
goals of restorative justice are not in contrast to these objectives, and in fact, many overlap. 
However, the goals of restorative justice are distinct, particularly in how these goals are 
prioritized relative to those of the criminal justice system. Sharpe (1998) laid out five goals of 
restorative justice, suggesting that restorative justice processes should seek 1) to “[invite] full 
participation and consensus”; 2) to “heal what is broken”; 3) to elicit “full and direct 
accountability”; 4) “to reunite what has been divided”; and 5) “to strengthen the community to 
prevent further harms” (pp. 5-6). While there is no universal consensus on the goals of 
restorative justice, the five goals identified by Sharpe closely match those later included in the 
United Nations’ handbook on Restorative Justice Programs (UNODC, 2006). 

Interestingly, the first of Sharpe’s (1998) goals is more about the process than the 
outcome. Essentially, restorative justice is more about providing the platform for all those 
affected to have a voice and participate in the outcome. The outcome itself, while important, 
cannot be judged as successful if the process has not been an inclusive, fair, and reasonable one. 
Arguably, this goal has aspects of denunciation of crime within it, but an important distinction is 
that it is the expression of the true feelings of those affected by the crime, and not simply the 
denunciation by an unaffected state actor on behalf of the public. At the same time, whereas the 
criminal justice system seeks to support victims, families, and communities, restorative justice 
seeks not only to support them through the process but to fully include them in the process. 

Again, while supporting victims and providing reparations encompass some of what 
restorative justice seeks to accomplish, the second goal, healing, is more involved. Support and 
reparations address some, primarily tangible, needs that victims have following a crime; 
however, in addition to compensation and guidance through the criminal justice process, victims 
may have a variety of needs in order to heal. These needs may include having answers to their 
questions, explaining their side of the story, receiving acknowledgement of the harm, feeling safe 
and supported, receiving restitution, and gaining a sense of control (Fraser Region Community 
Justice Initiatives Association, 2012). Additionally, as is recognized in the criminal justice 
system, healing extends beyond the direct victim to others who have also been negatively 
affected and may have different needs (Zehr, 2002). 

Eliciting full and direct accountability encompasses much of the same desired outcome as 
holding offenders responsible for their crimes. Again though, in the criminal justice system, 
holding an offender responsible primarily focuses on successfully attributing guilt to the 
person(s) who committed the offence and ensuring that an appropriate associated legal penalty is 
applied to the violation. While it is a difficult task to semantically differentiate between the terms 
responsible and accountable, often in holding an offender responsible and promoting a sense of 
responsibility in an offender, from the perspective of the criminal justice system, the focus is on 
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desserts. The offender is “found” guilty, in that he/she is the one responsible for the harm, and is 
held responsible through a penalty. The penalty may be lessened if the offender admits to being 
responsible, as is generally the case with plea bargains (Bradley-Engen, Engen, Shields, 
Damphousse, & Smith, 2012) and during parole hearings (Medwed, 2007). Responsibility is then 
more about knowing who caused harm and inflicting a penalty, and the goals are viewed as 
achieved when the offender admits to the harm, accepts the penalty, and links the two. On the 
other hand, accountability also includes accepting responsibility, but is less about inflicting and 
accepting desserts, and more about the explanation for the original violation of what is 
considered an obligation and the creation and fulfillment of a new obligation (Braman, 2006; 
Zehr, 2002). While a penalty is not precluded by restorative justice, the goal cannot be seen to be 
achieved only if the offender admits guilt and accepts punishment. Achieving accountability 
requires the fulfillment of an obligation that meets the needs of the person or people harmed. 
From this perspective, an offender has not be held accountable by virtue of “doing the time”. In 
fact, while promoting a sense of responsibility is an important goal, allowing offenders to feel as 
if they have fulfilled an obligation simply by admitting guilt and receiving a legal sentence, is 
counterproductive to the goal of eliciting full and direct accountability. 

Both the BC Government and the Criminal Code of Canada indicate rehabilitation as a 
goal of the criminal justice system and sentencing respectively. Similarly for both the criminal 
justice system and for restorative justice, this goal is further down the list than most of the others. 
While this is a shared goal on the surface, restorative justice is not solely concerned with helping 
the offender to rehabilitate and reintegrate into his/her community. The goal for restorative 
justice again extends to other stakeholders, recognizing that crime can harm relationships other 
than those involving the offender. Of course, restorative justice intends to overcome the 
alienation that being identified as an offender can create, but importantly restorative justice seeks 
to repair all relationships that have been affected by the crime (Llewellyn & Howe, 1999; Zehr, 
2002). This may include the various relationships that might exist between victims, offenders, 
family, supporters, and others in the community. In many cases, the actions of one offender may 
create a distrust that extends much further than the individual, perhaps creating divisions within 
families, social groups, and/or communities (Zehr, 2002). As much as possible, restorative 
justice seeks to address these divisions. 

In contrast to the order of goals of the criminal justice system, the list of goals of 
restorative justice outlined by Sharpe (1998) ends with the focus on preventing future crime. The 
criminal justice approach appears to be one that accepts the idea that once a crime has occurred, 
the violation cannot be undone, and therefore, the emphasis needs to be placed on finding a way 
to prevent the offender and others from breaking the law again. The purpose of discussing the 
crime in question is to ensure blame falls upon the truly guilty person and to determine the 
seriousness of the offence in order to know the appropriate punitive response that will provide 
the necessary general and specific deterrent effect. For restorative justice practices, the 
prevention of future crime is a later priority, perhaps because it is based on the belief that even in 
the most serious of cases, there is reparation to those harmed and further learning that must be 
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done before the focus moves to preventing other future harms. Sharpe’s (1998) definition of 
restorative justice exemplifies how responding to the needs created by a crime first will 
ultimately prevent future harm: restorative justice is “a justice that puts its energy into the future, 
not into what is past. It focuses on what needs to be healed, what needs to be repaired, what 
needs to be learned in the wake of a crime. It looks at what needs to be strengthened if such 
things are not to happen again.”  

The different emphasis placed on the goal of preventing future crime is perhaps the 
greatest area for potential conflict between the values of the criminal justice system and those of 
restorative justice. The goals of the criminal justice system emphasize that the success of justice 
initiatives should be measured through rates of crime and offender recidivism, whereas the goals 
of restorative justice would place lower priority on such measures (Robinson & Shapland, 2008). 
Because governments need to demonstrate the effectiveness of responses to crime to a public that 
currently identifies more with retributive than with restorative values, restorative justice cannot 
be viewed as successful if it does not offer protection to the public from future crime. This is 
particularly true since restorative justice seeks to hold offenders accountable in a way that is not 
focused on the punishment of the offender, and therefore is susceptible to being viewed as “soft 
on crime” (Canadian Resource Centre for Victims of Crime, 2011). Effectively preventing or 
reducing future crime is important to counteracting this sentiment. At the same time, however, as 
Robinson and Shapland (2008) present, there is reluctance among some restorative justice 
proponents to place further emphasis on reducing offending, as such an emphasis risks 
transferring the focus from meeting the needs of victims to changing offender behaviour, which 
has been argued may ultimately detract from what makes restorative practices a necessary 
component of community justice. 

Despite the difference in the priority placed on reducing future offending, this is still a 
goal of restorative justice and one that restorative approaches may in fact be more suitable to 
achieve than are contemporary criminal justice responses. Therefore, it is important that, in 
addition to judging the success of restorative justice through process measures and participant 
satisfaction, restorative justice programs should also be evaluated based on their ability to reduce 
offending. This is both because it is necessary to have evidence that restorative justice program 
can contribute to the main goals of the criminal justice system, but also because there are reasons 
to believe that, in addition to the other benefits of restorative justice, these programs can 
effectively reduce offending and make communities safer. To ensure that to the extent possible, 
these programs can best reduce levels of offending without sacrificing on the other goals and 
principles of restorative justice, it is important to know which aspects of the programs contribute 
to lowering offending and which do not. To this end, the remainder of this subsection has a 
particular emphasis on why, in theory, restorative justice practices have the potential to reduce 
offending in communities. 
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How Does Restorative Justice Reduce Recidivism? 

 Throughout the development of modern restorative justice, there are a number of theories 
explaining how restorative justice can and should be used to respond to harms (see Gavrielides, 
2007). These theories often describe the rationale for restorative justice philosophically and 
morally. From these perspectives, the principles and processes of restorative justice are 
beneficial to communities because they provide for a “justice” that is in line with particular 
values that may be neglected by traditional criminal justice systems; that is restorative justice is 
perhaps more satisfying to those involved, more inclusive, more empowering to victims and 
communities, and/or more appropriate for modern times than is the contemporary criminal 
justice system. However, because the goals of restorative justice are tied specifically to 
restorative values, the theories explain how restorative practices meet these values, but do not 
necessarily provide explanations as to why restorative justice processes would result in reduced 
levels of crime and recidivism. For example, Zehr (2002) described reduced recidivism as an 
“expected byproduct” of restorative processes, stating specifically that it is not the primary 
design, which for restorative justice scholars is instead simply to do the right thing (p. 8). 
According to Sivasubramaniam (2012), in the decades of research on restorative justice a strong 
understanding of the powerful effects of restorative justice processes has been gained, but a 
similar understanding of why these processes produce these results and which elements 
contribute to success is lacking. Therefore, understanding the potential for restorative justice to 
contribute to crime reduction and prevention requires looking beyond the theoretical literature 
specific to restorative justice and including other criminological theories that explain the causes 
of crime. 
 Because the term ‘restorative justice’ includes a wide variety of practices with various 
entry points from the criminal justice system, there may be a number of potential causal 
mechanisms at play in reducing recidivism. The process of bringing an offender and victim 
together to discuss the harm and come to an agreement may in itself be the catalyst for change, 
as may the involvement in the activities agreed upon in the resolution or the expression of 
support from others in the offender’s social group. In some ways, reduced recidivism may result 
from simply having an effective response that lacks many of the aspects of the traditional 
criminal justice system that might inadvertently prolong or maintain criminality. In other ways, 
restorative justice processes may combine effectively with rehabilitative processes in the 
criminal justice system to bolster the likelihood of reducing recidivism for those whose 
behaviour has required a criminal justice system response. The following discussion will 
generally identify theoretical reasons why restorative justice processes could reduce recidivism, 
noting specifically when its use at a particular stage, such as during the pre-charge stage, might 
explicitly explain the potential for this effect. 
 
Reintegrative Shaming 

The ideas from John Braithwaite’s (1989) Crime, shame and reintegration have formed 
one of the seminal pieces of theory surrounding restorative justice. The theory integrated a 
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number of existing criminological concepts together to explain how the emotion of shame 
prevents people from committing criminal acts. Feeling shame comes from recognizing that one 
has done something that is considered unacceptable within his/her close relationships with family 
and community, and this negative emotion can act as a deterrent to offending. The closer the ties 
to these familial and community relations, the more effective shame will be.  

The goal of responses to criminal behaviour from Braithwaite’s theoretical perspective is 
to elicit offenders’ feelings of shame. To do this, offenders need to know that those within their 
close social group denounce the harm that they have caused. Braithwaite’s theory was later 
revised to clarify concepts around shame and shaming (Ahmed, Harrris, Braithwaite, & 
Braithwaite, 2001). Shaming, then is not the humiliation of the offender, but is the demonstration 
on the part of respected persons within the offender's social group that the behaviour in question 
is unacceptable, which in turn causes the offender to feel and acknowledge shame related to the 
offence. In order for the shame to create an effective future deterrent, the social group must 
reintegrate the offender. This requires the supporters of the offender to invite the offender back 
as a valuable member of the social group. The idea is that the offender will also denounce the 
harmful act, recognize his/her value within the group, seek to repair the harm in order to re-
identify positively with the group, and refrain from harming others in the future to maintain the 
positive social identity and connection to the group.  

There are a number of lessons from Braithwaite’s theory to be emphasized in restorative 
justice. Primarily, the offender must be confronted with the consequences of the harm caused. 
This requires that the offender be made aware of the harm to the victim, ideally through the 
victim’s own words. Therefore, in order to affect the likelihood of recidivism, restorative justice 
processes should be used for crimes that have harmed someone, include the victims, and provide 
the victims the opportunity to express the effects of the harm. Reintegrative shaming also 
requires denouncing the offence while supporting the offender. This means that in order for 
restorative justice processes to have the potential to reduce recidivism, they must include 
respected members of the offender’s social group who are meaningful to the offender, who 
truthfully view the act as unacceptable, and who are going to welcome the offender back into the 
social group. Without the inclusion of these supporters of the offender, the restorative process 
risks either not eliciting any shame or producing disintegrative or stigmatizing shame. If 
stigmatization occurs, the theory suggests an offender will refuse to acknowledge shame, will 
become defensive and defiant in the face of such shaming, and will not seek to repair the harm or 
relationships with the victim or the community. In listing their fourteen conditions for these 
processes to be successful, Braithwaite & Mugford (1994) summarized their findings by 
suggesting that if a process has more reintegrative messages than stigmatizing messages, there is 
a greater likelihood of success, and therefore, processes should be designed to with careful 
thought to incorporating principles that enhancing reintegrative messages and limit stigmatizing 
ones. 
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Strengthening Social Bonds 
One of the theories upon which Reintegrative Shaming was based is Travis Hirschi’s 

(1969) social bond theory. Unlike most theories of the time, social bond theory looked not to 
explain why people commit crime, but why some people do not or do not do it more often. The 
explanation was that all people will naturally do what is in their personal best interest, including 
breaking laws, unless there are formal and informal social controls acting upon them. 

Four bonds were identified that provide formal and informal social control enough to 
prevent people from using crime to meet their needs in the easiest way possible. The four bonds 
include attachment, commitment, involvement, and belief. Attachment is the bond to others 
within the social group, which causes people to forego crime because they do not want to 
disappoint or cause friction between those they are close to. This is the bond that was highlighted 
strongly in Reintegrative Shaming Theory. Similarly, commitment is a bond to pro-social 
activities to ensure future success. According to the theory, those with a commitment to pro-
social success are prevented from committing crime in order to avoid risking the status that they 
have or want to achieve. Involvement is a bond to pro-social activities that take up time. If a 
person is regularly involved in pro-social activities, the theory suggests that there will be little 
time to commit crime. Finally, belief is the bond to personal pro-social values. If a person holds 
pro-social values, this bond creates self-control when other social controls may be absent.  

According to the theory, when these bonds are weakened, the diminished social control 
"allows" an offender to act according to his/her own interests, which may result in criminal 
behaviour. While this theory was originally used to explain how social control can keep youth 
from engaging in criminal and deviant behaviour (Hirschi, 1969), more recent research by 
Sampson & Laub (1990) identified that these bonds are important for adults as well, as events 
such as getting married or achieving steady employment can have a desistance effect on adults 
who had previously been involved in crime as youth and young adults. 

The ability for restorative justice to reduce recidivism can be explained through social 
bonds theory. The restorative process itself can repair bonds that have become weakened or 
broken, particularly of attachment to others in the community and belief in the community’s 
shared values. The resolutions agreed upon during a restorative justice process may also 
strengthen bonds of commitment and involvement. Whether it is during the process itself or the 
activities of the resolution, the strengthening of social bonds can act as a “turning point” in the 
life of the offender, an event that can direct an offender’s life away from crime, even for those 
with serious criminal backgrounds (Sampson & Laub, 2005). In addition to changes in the life of 
the offender, supporters of the offender and others in the community may also decide to take it 
upon themselves to increase their commitment to the informal social control that can keep the 
offender and others better connected to society in pro-social ways, which would contribute to 
reducing recidivism. 

Therefore, to improve the likelihood of restorative justice processes reducing recidivism, 
the emphasis should be placed on strengthening one or all of the four bonds. For example, the 
process of bringing supporters together around the offender likely increases the bonds of 
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attachment, particularly when the offender can see that his/her family, peers, and social group 
disapprove of the harms done but are willing to repair the bond. This again emphasizes the need 
to have the right supporters for the offender in attendance. The restorative justice process could 
also involve an outcome that requires the offender to do something pro-social, increasing the 
likelihood that he/she will get involved and not commit crime. To continue to build or strengthen 
bonds, restorative processes that will better affect future offending could, with the support and 
help from supporters and community members, offer pro-social opportunities to the offender that 
both require future time commitments and are of value to the offender. Activities that keep 
potential offenders busy could create involvement bonds, and those that are enjoyable but would 
be in jeopardy if offending continues could create commitment bonds. Mentorship for youth and 
some adult offenders may also be a beneficial addition to restorative justice practices in order to 
strengthen social bonds, particularly in cases where the offender's supporters are few or not 
capable of offering pro-social mentorship. Additionally, hearing not only from supporters but 
from the victim, the victim’s supporters, and the community could cause a change in values, 
which may create a bond of belief that committing crime is wrong. Other theories help explain 
how restorative justice processes can strengthen this bond. 
 
Facilitating Moral Development 

Moral Development Theory, developed by Lawrence Kohlberg (1958), generally 
suggests that people develop moral reasoning in stages over their lives, and that higher levels of 
moral reasoning will be associated with lower likelihoods of committing criminal and harm-
causing behaviours. The levels of moral development do not identify what a person would do in 
a given situation, but rather why they would make the decision to do what they do. Crime occurs 
primarily as a result of moral reasoning in the pre-convention stages (stages1 and 2). The first 
level is simply to obey authority and avoid punishment. Therefore, those at stage-one will reason 
not to break the law if they fear punishment because authorities say it is wrong. As punishment is 
highly unpredictable in many cases and offenders learn that the likelihood of punishment is low, 
level-one reasoning will lead to offending either when punishment is not perceived as a real 
threat, which suggests to the individual that the act is not wrong, or when they are threatened to 
be punished if they do not offend. Stage 2 reasoning posits that offenders put their own needs 
first and will choose to commit crime when it fulfills their needs. At the conventional stages 
(stages 3 and 4), individuals reason relative to their positions within groups, considering at stage 
3, their expected responsibilities to those closest to them, and at stage 4, their role as a member 
of society who must obey the laws. In most cases, individuals reasoning at the conventional level 
will choose not to commit a crime when the opportunity is presented. The theory also includes 
the post-conventional stages (stages 5 and 6), in which a person places greater emphasis on 
values such as the social contract or universal principles of morality above the prevailing social 
conventions or laws. According to the theory, the development through the stages must progress 
through each level in succession, but the progression does not happen simply with age. 
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Development is said to occur as individuals take the time to consider alternative viewpoints and 
experiences. 

According to this perspective, restorative justice processes will reduce the likelihood of 
reoffending if they can move an offender's level of moral reasoning into the conventional stage 
from the pre-conventional stage. This may be more likely to occur within a restorative justice 
process than a criminal justice system process because of the former’s emphasis on the 
relationships between people and the harm caused to them as opposed to the latter’s emphasis on 
individual choices and the threat of punishment. While a single restorative justice event may not 
enhance moral reasoning on a permanent basis in and of itself, the process provides the 
opportunity to hear about and reflect on other perspectives, which is a necessary component of 
moral development. In terms of reducing recidivism, restorative justice will likely have the 
greatest benefit for reducing recidivism in those who rationalize at lower levels, since the process 
would provide an opportunity for the necessary exposure to and reflection on other perspectives 
that may not exist otherwise. Restorative processes may still have great benefit for those who 
reason at level 3 or higher, but relative to offenders rationalizing at lower levels, these offenders 
will be less likely to re-offend already.  

As research by Squires (2012) indicated, there are many lessons to be emphasized from 
this theory. One lesson is that restorative justice will likely appear most successful for offenders 
whose reasoning is already at stage 3 or higher, since these offenders may already be feeling 
empathy and remorse for what they have done and how it affected others. While perhaps at first 
appearing to be less effective for offenders at lower stages, from a crime reduction perspective, 
restorative justice may be most suitable for offenders who are reasoning at a pre-conventional, 
egoistic stage. With these offenders, rather than expecting restorative justice to produce 
immediate, dramatic, and sustained change, it should be viewed as a catalyst for a pro-social 
socialization and development process that may require ongoing opportunities for positive 
socialization, reflection, and ultimately, moral development (Barton, 2000). Therefore, for 
offenders at these stages, emphasis needs to be placed on finding appropriate pro-social activities 
following the restorative process. This should also inform policies about being acceptant of 
repeat offenders and those who have already participated in a restorative justice process, as those 
who were not successful in making a complete change in their behaviour after such experience 
may still benefit from the process (Barton, 2000). This means that selecting the offenders most 
appropriate for and benefited by restorative justice may sometimes be difficult or even counter-
intuitive. Offenders reasoning at stage 3 or higher may likely benefit greatly if restorative justice 
is used to repair harms, and their victims and others in the community may also benefit. 
However, programs that only receive or accept referrals for offenders that demonstrate advanced 
moral reasoning will likely not have as much influence on future crime rates overall. 
Additionally, this theory also leads to the conclusion that restorative justice will not be an 
effective option for those who are incapable of developing empathy or moral reasoning beyond 
self-interest (Squires, 2012). 
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Modeling and Teaching Pro-Social Values 
 In addition to explaining changes in offender behaviour through the development of 
moral reasoning, restorative justice’s potential to reduce future offending can also be explained 
through learning theories. Social learning theory through behaviour modeling and reinforcement 
(Bandura, 1977) suggests that offenders learn criminal behaviour through the observation of 
others. The theory posits that people will learn to imitate the behaviours of important people 
(models) to whom they are exposed, both within and outside of their immediate social groups. 
The more similar to the individual the model is, and the more the model appears to be rewarded 
for the behaviour, the greater the likelihood that the behaviour will be imitated. Furthermore, if 
the individual receives reinforcement, through rewards, for the modeled behaviour, he/she will 
learn to adopt that behaviour. 

Another theory, Differential Association (Sutherland, 1947), explains offending as a 
learned behaviour that is transmitted within intimate social groups through active participation. 
Individuals become offenders because they learn the rationalizations for and techniques of 
offending through exposure to others who view offending favourably. The greater the number of 
anti-social influences and the stronger the connection to the individuals with anti-social views, 
the greater the likelihood is of someone learning and adopting criminal behaviours and anti-
social views. Furthermore, Differential Association-Reinforcement Theory (Burgess & Akers, 
1966) built upon Sutherland’s work to include that learning occurs through conditioning and that 
once an offender has adopted anti-social behaviours and views, the likelihood of continued 
deviance will depend on the extent to which it is reinforced. 
 Restorative justice processes alone are unlikely to overcome years of learning the 
justifications for criminal acts, but because these processes emphasize the inclusion of the 
community and supporters of the offender, the possibility exists for restorative justice to begin to 
counter negative influences. Learning theories would suggest that having pro-social and 
influential members from the offender’s social group or others that the offender can look up to 
attend the process and express disapproval for the harm could help to change the offender’s 
behaviour and views toward crime. Additionally, by providing support for the offender and 
his/her decision to make reparations, these influential individuals may be reinforcing the pro-
social behaviours that are desired. However, these theories also suggest that outcomes of 
restorative justice processes should focus on increasing the offender’s exposure to positive role 
models, like mentors, and attempting to separate offenders from those who would provide anti-
social influences and reinforcement for criminal behaviour. While the activities and opportunities 
needed to promote lasting change may be beyond the scope of a typical restorative justice 
resolution, responding restoratively may be more conducive to overcoming learned deviance 
than the traditional criminal justice system since the former seeks to include individuals who are 
meaningful to the offender while the latter largely excludes them. Additionally, in cases where 
criminal justice responses would result in incarceration, this experience ultimately exposes the 
offender to even more individuals who may reinforce anti-social views and behaviours.  
 



 112 

Overcoming Neutralizations 
The effects of social control and learned pro-social values are believed to work to prevent 

most people from engaging in criminal behaviour most of the time. Neutralization Theory (Sykes 
& Matza, 1957) suggests reasons why people who are generally prevented from acting out 
criminally through social control and their feelings of guilt may still engage in criminal 
behaviour. The theory contends that in order to overcome the feelings of guilt or shame that 
come with breaking social norms and to protect an offender’s own self-image, he/she uses 
neutralization techniques. These techniques may involve denying that the act was within his/her 
control and responsibility, denying that the act caused harm to others, denying that the victim 
was innocent, denying the validity of the authorities to question his/her behaviour, and appealing 
to higher loyalties (Sykes & Matza, 1957). Later, the concept of “drift” was added to the theory, 
suggesting that individuals can move in and out of periods of time where their circumstances 
provide overarching neutralizations, such as desperation, which allow them to suspend the guilt-
inducing effects of social control over their behaviour (Matza, 1964).  

From the perspective of this theory, the large majority of offenders are those that are 
either generally law abiding or experience some feeling of guilt for violating social norms that 
they do not fully reject. Restorative justice may be effective in reducing further offending from 
this perspective because it confronts and overcomes the neutralizations that an offender may use, 
which then allows the effects of social control to prevent further offending. In the traditional 
criminal justice system, the process of making a defence, the adversarial nature of the trial, and 
the exclusion of the perspectives of the victim(s) are perhaps more likely to strengthen the 
resolve of an offender in his/her neutralizations rather than to confront and counter them. 
Therefore, from this perspective, restorative processes will have greater potential to reduce 
recidivism if they are able to uncover an offender's neutralizations and confront them with the 
reality that those neutralizations do not diminish the seriousness of the harm caused. This 
provides good reason for offenders to present their version of events first, for victims and other 
affected individuals to be present to express their perspectives, for facilitators of restorative 
processes to remain non-partisan, for participation in the process to be limited to only those who 
have been legitimately affected by the offence, and for offences responded to through restorative 
justice to have caused demonstrable harm. Similar to Braithwaite’s (1989) concept of 
disintegrative shaming, if the restorative process reinforces rather than counters an offender’s 
neutralizations, the process may result in indignation and defiance that will not achieve positive 
outcomes for the offender or the victim. 
 
Avoiding and Overcoming Stigmatizing Labels and Criminal Social Identities 

Labeling Theory (Becker, 1963; Lemert, 1951) provides more a reason to avoid the 
traditional criminal justice system than one to use restorative justice. Labeling Theory explains 
that ongoing criminal and deviant behaviour is caused by both the internalization of deviant 
labels into an individual’s self-image and an increased level of vigilance from the larger society 
as the result of labels placed on offenders. Both of these forces are the result of societal reaction 
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to an initial act of deviance that was discovered. Without the initial societal reaction and the 
subsequent labeling, the would-be deviant would not internalize the deviant label and act out 
according to it. Additionally, future social opportunities would not be diminished by the stigma, 
making it either unlikely that continued deviance would occur or, in cases where it does recur, 
easier for the offender to be rehabilitated. According to Labeling Theory, a conviction produces a 
long-term stigmatizing label that will cause continued deviance if the label is not overcome and 
replaced. 

On one hand, restorative justice, because it diverts offenders, often youth, away from the 
criminal justice system, reduces the likelihood of long-term deviant labeling from being applied 
in the form of a conviction. From this perspective, restorative justice could be viewed as 
preventing future offending that may be caused by the labeling that occurs by using the formal 
criminal justice system to respond to more minor offences in the early stages of an offender’s 
“criminal history”. By preventing the more serious labeling by the criminal justice system, 
restorative justice can perhaps respond to some of the other causes of criminal behaviour without 
the process itself becoming a cause. On the other hand however, restorative justice processes 
themselves, particularly when referred by police after apprehension, could, and arguably should, 
be considered a formal societal response to primary deviance. This formal response puts the 
offender, particularly when a youth, at an increased risk of internalizing a stigmatizing label. In 
cases where an offender already has or is developing a pro-social identity and is unlikely to 
continue to commit crime, stigmatization could jeopardize that and cause future deviance where 
none would have otherwise manifested. 

A Labeling Theory perspective would suggest that the appropriate societal response to 
offending is one that is the least stigmatizing that still enables behavioural change if necessary. 
As has been discussed, restorative justice will likely provide this balance for reducing 
stigmatization and still addressing other causes of criminal behaviour. The goal when using 
restorative justice processes, in additional to repairing harm and rebuilding relationships, should 
be to mitigate the process of internalization of a deviant label within the individual and reduce 
the likelihood that others in society will continue to view the offender as a deviant. This creates a 
need to find an appropriate balance between the avoidance of stigmatization and the requirement 
of police and other criminal justice referral agents to collect information and track offending and 
their responses to it. This will need to inform policies about the collection and dissemination of 
information about those who participate in formal restorative justice processes. Equally 
important is that Labeling Theory should provide a warning against “net-widening” or using this 
less-formal response to crime to address issues that would otherwise be largely ignored by the 
criminal justice system. The formality involved in pre-charge restorative justice is such that it 
does risk labeling, which for those who would otherwise not recidivate could in fact promote 
future deviance. This perspective would support avoiding referrals to restorative justice for cases 
that would not otherwise be dealt with through the criminal justice system in favour of using 
other even less formal interventions such as using restorative justice principles in informal 
meetings and resolutions. 



 114 

Building upon the concepts of Labeling Theory, Criminal Social Identity Theory 
(Boduszek & Hyland, 2011) suggests that criminality is the result of a criminal social identity 
that has been created by social comparisons that take place in adolescence and the categorization 
of others into in-groups and out-groups. Failure or negative comparisons of the self in pro-social 
roles, indicated to the individual by peer rejection, combine with non-conforming behaviour and 
environmental factors to cause a rejection or a negative-based self-identity. The individual 
identifies him/herself not in terms of what he/she is or has but in what he/she is not, lacks, or 
rejects in others. This identity may be different within different social groups and situation, 
meaning that a person may escalate or de-escalate criminal behaviour depending on the social 
situation. Similar, though in the opposite direction, to Neutralization Theory, this theory explains 
why a person who has largely adopted a criminal lifestyle may exhibit no deviant and criminal 
behaviours in specific roles of his/her life. 

This theory is relevant to an understanding of restorative justice in a number of ways. 
Much like as is explained by Labeling Theory, when an offender who has not yet developed an 
identity (either pro-social or anti-social) goes through the criminal justice process, it may be a 
tipping point that formulates the criminal identity. This may occur through constructing further 
oppositional roles with authority based on contact with police, lawyers, judges, and correctional 
officers, even perhaps if on probation. Such an experience may be experienced as an additional 
failure in a pro-social role relative to others in society. Incarceration will likely solidify an 
identity within a criminal in-group through the dichotomy of "guards and inmates". The 
development of this criminal social identity would then contribute to further criminality if not 
reversed. If restorative justice is used instead, the experience is more likely to be constructed as 
to not contribute to the rejection of pro-social roles, but may instead emphasize the positive 
aspects of the offender that may contribute to a pro-social identity. Additionally, for those 
offenders who have already developed a criminal identity, restorative justice might reduce 
recidivism through a focus on those social groups and situations in which the offender uses pro-
social schemas. When supporters of the offender who initiate those pro-social schemas are 
brought into the restorative justice process, the result might be to begin re-emphasizing an 
overall pro-social identity. 

This theory can be used to support the inclusion of both offenders who have yet to 
progress to a serious criminal social identity and those whose criminal identity has already been 
established. In both cases, further stigmatization should be avoided. The experience should also 
focus on reducing the appearance of in-group out-group distinctions, emphasizing similarities 
and shared values between the victim, his/her supporters, and the community and the offender 
and his/her supporters. Particularly when restorative justice is used for repeat offenders who have 
experience in the criminal justice system, the selection of participating supporters for the 
offender should be those around whom the offender uses pro-social schemas.  
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Reducing Defiance 
 Similar to the process discussed in Labeling Theory, Sherman (1993) theorized that, 
rather than causing the internalization of a label, criminal sanctions can cause future crime by 
producing defiance within the offender. This theory stemmed from the observation that criminal 
sanctions produce different results for different offenders, sometimes resulting in deterrence, 
while other times resulting in indifference or defiance. His Defiance Theory argues that if an 
offender perceives the sanction and the sanctioning authority to be unfair or illegitimate and 
lacks social bonds to the sanctioning community, he/she will experience unacknowledged shame 
that will create defiance against the law and pride in criminal behaviour. This defiance leads to 
future offending either against the sanctioning authority or against others as “vicarious victims” 
(Sherman, 1993, p. 459). Defiance Theory argues that this occurs because offenders feel justified 
in acting out against authority that is perceived to be unfair or illegitimate, and without strong 
bonds to others in the community who can reaffirm commitment to the laws, an offender’s anger 
at the perceived unfair sanction overcomes any deterrent or educational effects from the sanction. 
The theory also builds from Braithwaite’s (1989) work, identifying shame as the emotion that, if 
not properly managed, will produce that anger. In summary, defiance causing crime occurs as a 
future response to a criminal sanction when all of the following four conditions are met: 1) the 
offender perceives the sanction as unfair or illegitimate; 2) the offender has weakened bonds to 
the sanctioning authority or the community it represents; 3) the offender perceives the sanction 
as stigmatizing in that it rejects him/her and not the offence; and 4) the offender denies the 
shame that the sanction has caused him/her to feel (Sherman, 1993, p.460). 
 Learning from this theory, restorative justice processes need to ensure that one or more of 
the conditions does not occur. Tyler (2006) suggested that restorative justice, like procedural 
justice, should aim to encourage the offender to become self-regulating in his/her behaviour, 
something that most punishment-based forms of justice undermine. The values of restorative 
justice are largely compatible with this goal. The key to achieving it is in showing respect and 
allowing the offender to be heard (Tyler, 2006), which increases the likelihood that the offender 
will see the process and its outcome as fair, and will then encourage him/her to view the law as 
more legitimate and something that should be obeyed. If this occurs and the restorative process 
and/or its outcomes result in stronger social bonds, the theory suggests that it will result in lower 
rates of recidivism. Importantly, even if the process is unable to strengthen bonds, the process 
will not produce the defiance that may otherwise have manifested in the offender from a sanction 
in the criminal justice system that was perceived as unfair. Additionally, this theory suggests that 
the whole process, starting with police involvement and extending throughout the resolution, is 
important, meaning that respectful, restorative treatment of offenders prior to the restorative 
meeting should be considered as an element to a successful reintegrative outcome. 
 
What Types of Offenses are Appropriate for Restorative Justice? 

 Although restorative justice has been used as a response to a wide array of offences, it 
has most commonly, at least in the province of British Columbia, been used for only a small 
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number of offences that are considered the least serious and have the least serious criminal 
sanctions. Restorative justice processes have also often been limited to youth offenders and/or 
those offenders felt to be low risk for future offending. Although this is common practice in 
British Columbia, it is important not to limit restorative justice practices if, when done 
effectively, they could be used to equal or greater effect with offences and offenders that produce 
greater levels of harm to victims and communities, carry more severe penalties for accused 
offenders, and result in greater costs to the criminal justice system. Understanding the theoretic 
factors to consider for the use of restorative justice for different offence characteristics may 
provide guidance to the broader and more effective use of restorative justice. 
 
Offences without Direct Victims? 

Although restorative justice is primarily meant as a dialogue between offenders and 
victims, restorative justice programs have been developing processes to address offences for 
which there are no direct victims. Primarily these offences are those that either do not result in 
acute harm to a specific person or distinct group of people, pose a risk of harm, are currently 
negatively affecting relationships, or can be viewed as leading to future harm. Offences fitting 
this category that have been dealt with by restorative justice are often driving related offences, 
drug and alcohol related offences, and mischief or shoplifting to public or large corporate 
property, although other offences may also be included. These processes may involve supporters 
for the offender, indirectly affected persons, or members of the local community who engage the 
offender in a dialogue about the indirect or potential harms of these offences. One such process 
used in British Columbia is the community accountability panel. 

There may be a number of opportunities for these processes to result in a positive change 
for the offender, particularly if a person of significance to the offender is present in support and 
displays disapproval of the offence. The theoretical concepts discussed previously, such as 
reintegrative shaming, social bonds, moral development, sanctioning legitimacy, and avoiding 
stigmatization, all would suggest that bringing people who are positively influential on the 
offender and want to reintegrate him/her into the community together to inclusively address the 
offence and encourage accountability without the coercive and stigmatizing nature of the 
criminal justice system could lead to changes in the offender’s attitude and behavior. 
Additionally, following the initial event, a restorative justice process might facilitate access to 
mentorship and other support programs and resources for the offender, which may contribute to 
reducing the likelihood of reoffending.  

Although there is the potential for restorative justice to be successful for offences that do 
not have direct victims, whether these processes can be as effective as those that involve harmed 
victims is questionable. Collins’ (2004; as cited in Rossner, 2011) theory of interaction ritual 
chains has been used by restorative justice scholars (Rossner, 2011) to explain why some 
restorative justice events produce positive results while others fail. The theory suggests that such 
shared “rituals” or interactions work to produce positive feelings because they develop a good 
conversation, a consistent body rhythm, an appropriate balance of power and participation, and 
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shared focus on emotions. These interactions can lead to group solidarity which may then 
encourage the offender to commit to future behaviour that fits with the group’s shared goals. 
According to Sherman et al. (2014), the level of emotion expressed and experienced during 
participation in restorative justice could influence effective outcomes, with greater levels of 
emotion producing better results. This, as Sherman et al. (2014) imply, would suggest that 
restorative processes that include a victim with whom the offender could begin to empathize and 
who had been harmed by him/her would be more effective at changing attitudes and future 
behaviour than those without. The authors (Sherman & Strang, 2007; Sherman et al., 2014) 
reference a small number of studies with findings that support this idea, as they had weaker 
outcomes for property offences against corporate victims and drinking and driving offences. 

There is also the potential that lacking a direct victim will not only reduce the 
effectiveness of restorative justice, but also lead programs to include elements that are counter-
productive. One study indicative of this found that offenders who had been referred to restorative 
justice processes for drinking and driving offences did not exhibit better rates of recidivism after 
participation (Sherman, Strang, & Woods, 2000 as cited in Sherman & Strang, 2007). In addition 
to lacking a direct victim who was harmed by the offender’s offence, some of these processes 
involved participation from a community representative who was presumably invited to express 
the views of the community toward the potential harm. Sherman & Strang (2007) argued that it 
was the inclusion of the community representative who was not connected to the offender or the 
offence that resulted in poor outcomes. The inclusion of the community representative resulted in 
increased overall reoffending, whereas those without resulted in lower rates of reoffending. 
Despite the community representative’s valid concerns, the restorative process may have become 
stigmatizing and unproductive as a result of the addition of critical statements toward the 
offender and a perspective that was not intimate or relevant enough to the actual situation. There 
is a real possibility that the use of community panels or representatives may lead to similar 
outcomes if these members of the community adopt the role of the victim in a way that is either 
not directly linked to the offender’s behaviour enough to elicit empathy or not restorative and 
reintegrative. 

Based on the previous points, offences without direct victims should be referred to and 
accepted by restorative justice programs with caution. The processes used for restorative justice 
without victims will necessarily focus on the offender and if not reintegrative, could easily 
produce stigmatization and defiance if they become adversarial or prescriptive. Additionally, 
given the importance that the group, particularly those influential people providing support to the 
offender, display disapproval of the offence, morally ambiguous offences or those in which the 
harm or potential harm is not readily apparent will likely not be as effectively addressed by 
restorative justice. Strong pro-social supports and a reintegrative focus will likely be the 
difference between being beneficial and being ineffective or counter-productive for processes 
that do not include a direct victim. In instances where there are no direct victims, pro-social 
supports for the offender are not available, and the criminal justice system is not the appropriate 
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avenue for addressing the offence, perhaps other diversionary processes more suited to the 
specific cause of the offender’s behaviour should be considered prior to restorative justice. 
 
Property Offences vs Violent Offences? 
 As was presented in Section 1 of this report, offences considered to be of lesser 
seriousness are referred to and accepted by restorative justice programs in British Columbia in 
greater relative proportions than are other offences. Although fewer than 20% of programs 
surveyed for this review indicated that they would refuse a referral because the offence involved 
violence, serious violent offences are not commonly addressed by restorative justice programs in 
British Columbia. Generally, the most common offences are property offences, such as 
shoplifting, other thefts, and mischief, although common assaults are also prominent35. There are 
likely many reasons for this pattern, some of which may be based on a retributive rather than 
restorative concept of justice, but one reason may be an assumption that property offenders are 
actually less serious offenders and thus more amenable to changes that can be facilitated by 
restorative justice. Violent offenders then might be assumed to be more serious or “hardened” 
offenders whose crimes demonstrate an unchangeable lack of empathy. 
 Regardless of the assumptions behind the pattern, theoretical explanations for why 
restorative justice can reduce reoffending point toward the opposite of the prevailing practice. 
Restorative justice processes that bring some combination of offenders, victims, their supporters, 
and the community together to address a violent offence are likely to have a greater consensus 
around the seriousness of the offence and the need to address it. The lack of ambivalence toward 
the harm the offender has caused can demonstrate to him/her shared disapproval for the offence, 
which in turn establishes shared norms for the process and encourages him/her to change the 
behaviour or attitude that led to the offending. In line with Braithwaite’s (1989) theory, 
experiencing the shame of having acted in a way that is disapproved of by not only the victim 
and those in authority but also by his/her own influential supporters can produce a strong form of 
social control that encourages the desired change. 

Violent offences also usually result in greater emotionality (Sherman et al., 2014). 
Greater emotionality can be necessary for creating the “rituals” described by Rossner (2011), 
which are believed to make the restorative process more meaningful and lasting. Emotionality on 
the part of the victim may also be more apparent to offenders, aiding in the process of developing 
empathy as the offender is able to witness and experience the harm he/she caused (Hoffman, 
2000; as cited in Squires, 2012). Although property offences can certainly generate emotions in 
victims, there may be a greater likelihood that a restorative justice process focusing on a crime 
against property will take on a more economic discussion and one that emphasizes the rule 
breaking of the offender rather than the emotions of the victim. Offenders may be less able to 
                                                           
35 It should be noted that this refers to offences referred by the police. While the police represent the largest 
referral source to community-level programs, many programs (community and government) in the province accept 
referrals for more serious violent offences from other sources such as correction agencies and the courts. Although 
the number of these referrals is not provided here, it is still likely that referrals for less serious property offences 
are the most commonly referred to and accepted by restorative justice programs. 
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understand the hardship that victims face by losing property or the use of property and facing 
costs of replacement or repair, particularly if they have established neutralizations (Matza, 1964) 
such as expecting insurance to cover the costs or assuming that people with more wealth than the 
offender can afford the costs without burden. Offenders may be better able to recognize the 
physical harms they inflict and be more moved to empathy by expressions of that physical harm 
and its lasting physical, psychological, and emotional effects. 

Similarly, victims of violence may have greater or more complex needs. An offender, and 
indeed the entire restorative group, may view the solution to property crime as more simple than 
would be the case with a violent offence, such as paying for the damage or finding a way for the 
offender to work to make amends. These responses address the most obvious needs of victims, 
and while perhaps beneficial for both the offender and the victim, may reinforce the idea within 
the offender that the needs and harms of crime can be easily repaired or repaid. This may instill 
responsibility and accountability for the harm done, but may not be as effective at preventing an 
offender from committing crime in the future. On the other hand, with violent offences, the 
response to repair the harm may not be as straightforward, requiring the offender to consider the 
permanence of some types of harm, the challenge of making amends for those harms, and the 
variety of needs of the victim. This additional contemplation may allow for the offender to gain a 
deeper understanding of the effects of crime on others, rather than simply him/herself, and is 
important for the development of empathy (Squires, 2012). Again, while all of this is possible 
with property crime, when the process is understood from the outset as intended as offering a 
“second chance” to an offender for a “minor offence”, it is less likely that the offender will be 
exposed to the true extent of the harm experienced by the victim, and may thus partly reaffirm 
some of the initial attitudes that led to the crime. 

Local research by Gustafson (2005) has supported the claim that restorative justice 
produces positive benefits for both offenders and victims of violent crime. His research, covering 
fifteen years of post-conviction restorative justice for serious violent offences, found that victims 
gain benefits in healing from their trauma and in the reduction of symptoms of post-traumatic 
stress disorder. Offenders also generally come away from the process experiencing their own 
healing, and exhibiting increased empathy and a commitment to avoid recidivism. These findings 
support the theoretical rationale that, in some cases, complex violent offences are indeed suitable 
for restorative justice. 
 Given the potential for greater learning and change on the part of the offender from 
participation in restorative justice, it is short sighted to structure restorative justice programs and 
policies to only allow for its use with property offences, particularly the limited offences that 
currently make up the majority of referrals from police. At the same time however, it must be 
recognized that with greater harm and greater needs comes greater consequences if the 
restorative justice process goes awry. Issues such as trauma, revictimization, and fear of the 
offender are perhaps much more probable in cases of interpersonal violence than with property 
crimes, and therefore, greater skill on the part of facilitators to maintain safe and respectful 
processes is necessary. There is also likely a greater potential for serious violent offences to have 
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been committed by offenders who are less amenable to effects of restorative justice and may try 
to manipulate the informal process for their own purposes. Victims may also require more 
support and time to consider whether restorative justice is appropriate for their needs. As this is 
the case, while restorative justice may have a greater potential for reducing future criminal 
behaviour when used for violent crimes, it must be recognized that not all programs nor all 
victims will be appropriate or ready for this type of resolution. Similar caution may be necessary 
for some more serious property offences, depending on the situation, but it is likely that the 
majority of property offences will be accompanied by a lower risk that the process will turn out 
negatively and lesser consequences if it does. In summary, programs and referral practices 
should not avoid violent offences as a matter of course, but should be cautious in developing the 
capacity to take advantage of the greater overall promise that exists for the use of restorative 
justice with cases of violence. 
 
Offences Committed by Youth, First-Time, Adult, or Chronic Offenders?  
 The previous discussion of theoretical explanations for why and how restorative justice 
can reduce recidivism has focused primarily on offenders as a general group. However, there are 
some important differences between adolescent and adult offending that are important to 
consider, primarily because restorative justice at the pre-charge stage is often presented as an 
option for youth offenders and not for adults. The data presented in Section 1 of this report 
demonstrated that in British Columbia a youth offender is much more likely to receive a referral 
to a restorative justice program than is an adult offender. It is even more unlikely that adult 
offenders with a history of criminal offending will receive a referral to a restorative justice 
program. In reviewing the theoretical reasons why restorative justice is beneficial for preventing 
future crime, it is important to address the question of whether restorative justice is only 
appropriate for youth offenders and first-time adult offenders. 
 The focus on young offenders in justice policy and in criminological study may come 
from a number of sources. One reason may be rooted in the commonly cited finding that youth 
and young adults between the age of 16 and 24 are responsible for a disproportionate level of 
involvement in criminal behaviour. This finding dates further back but was famously reported in 
the work of Hirschi and Gottfredson (1983), who argued that this disproportionate distribution 
was a “brute fact” of crime. In addition to this common understanding of crime as a “young 
man’s game”, separated criminal justice responses for youth are rooted in developmental theories 
that suggest the cognitive development of adolescents is such that they are less able to 
understand the consequences of their behaviour and are therefore less culpable and seen as better 
candidates for intervention than are adults who should “know better” (Smandych, 2012). Perhaps 
also salient is the belief that since most serious, life-long offenders began committing crime at a 
young age (Farrington et al., 2006), there is an inherent opportunity for effective future crime 
prevention by responding differently to youth offending, an opportunity that is largely viewed as 
lost for adult offenders. The appeal of restorative justice for youth offenders over adult offenders 
then might be that it is seen to present the opportunity to respond to the perceived problem of 



 121 

youth offending without resorting to the use of the criminal justice system, in recognition of the 
lower culpability of these offenders, the need to intervene before they progress to more serious 
offending, and the likelihood that incarceration will turn less serious offenders worse. 
 The YCJA (2002), which establishes the legal rules for addressing youth offending, 
seems to espouse some of these ideas (Green, 2012; Morrison & Pawlychka, 2012). The YCJA 
emphasizes the limited use of custodial sanctions for youth offenders and explicitly requires 
police to consider the appropriateness of using extra-judicial measures for responding to youth 
offending outside of court. While the stated purpose of including extra-judicial measures was 
primarily to find alternative responses to less serious, non-violent offences and for youth without 
a criminal history, the act does not preclude their use for offenders who have experience in the 
criminal justice system (Green, 2012). Pre-charge restorative justice is one such extra-judicial 
measure.  
 Therefore, in addition to being more palatable to the general public and other observers 
when used with youth offenders (Bliss & Crocker, 2008), restorative justice is also anchored in 
the legal framework of the criminal justice system as an extra-judicial option within the YCJA. 
This has likely contributed greatly to the increased use of pre-charge restorative justice for cases 
of youth offending in British Columbia. Similar legislation does not exist for adults with the 
exception of ss. 718(e) and (f) of the Criminal Code of Canada (1985), which guide sentencing 
for judges. As a result, the referrals of adult offenders to restorative justice programs, particularly 
at the pre-charge stage, are even more dependent on the discretion of individual actors within the 
justice system such as police, crown counsels, judges, and corrections staff. 
 While the use of restorative justice for youth offenders, in line with the YCJA, has the 
potential to be effective for reducing future offending through many of the theoretical 
mechanisms discussed above, there are also some important facts of which to be cognizant. One 
is that, although youth offenders are involved in criminal behaviour at a level disproportionate to 
their representation in the population, there are far fewer crimes being committed by youth on a 
daily basis than by adults (as supported by data in Section 1). Additionally, a large proportion of 
youth offending takes place in groups (Warr, 2002) while adults are more likely to commit crime 
alone, which can further over-emphasize the appearance of youth crime, since a single criminal 
act committed by a group of youth may be counted as one offence per youth. This is not to 
suggest that youth crime does not present a problem for communities, but that it is likely not the 
one that requires the greatest attention. Also, given that the majority of youth involved in 
criminal and deviant behaviour age out of offending on their own by taking on new pro-social 
roles in adulthood, in accordance with Moffitt’s (1993) explanation of crime over the lifespan, in 
many cases, formal responses to youth crime are unnecessary to change behaviour. With the risk 
that stigmatization could occur, participation in a formal restorative justice program should not 
always be viewed as the most appropriate option for all youth who become involved in 
offending, and particularly not for those for whom pursuing charges would not otherwise be in 
the interest of society. At the same time, because research has generally identified a group of 
more highly criminally active youth who are much more likely to continue with crime into 
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adulthood (Sampson & Laub, 1990), there is a need for more effective interventions for these 
offenders that do not further contribute to their criminality, as may be the case with continued 
exposure to the criminal justice system. Therefore, restorative justice might better be viewed as a 
more appropriate response for those youth identified as at risk of future criminality, leaving other 
less formal measures available under the YCJA for responding to the low level offending of 
other youth. 
 Rather than widening the criminal justice net by using restorative justice to respond to the 
offending of youth at low risk to reoffend, referral practices should be opened to further include 
more adult offenders. From many of the theoretical perspectives discussed, restorative justice can 
be used to reduce offending for both serious adult offenders and those without a criminal history, 
who may have found themselves within a period of difficulty in their lives that is triggering 
criminal behaviour for the first time. For those with a history of criminal behaviour that has not 
changed despite many experiences through the criminal justice system, restorative justice may 
provide many of the elements needed to create a “turning point” (Rossner, 2008; Sampson & 
Laub, 2005) or to reassess their criminal social identity (Boduszek & Hyland, 2011). Similar to 
youth offenders, these adults may benefit from the learning and moral self-reflection that can be 
stimulated through effective restorative justice. Since adults are more likely to have developed 
empathy skills, they may benefit from this process more and be better able to participate in a 
more meaningful way. Since research has suggested that nearly all offenders, even those with 
long histories of offending (Sampson & Laub, 2003), eventually desist from crime, restorative 
justice may be an effective step toward desistance for some serious adult offenders.  

For the those adult offenders who do not have a history of offending, restorative justice 
may be a more appropriate, cost-effective, and satisfactory way to the hold them accountable for 
their actions without resorting to unnecessary involvement with the criminal justice system that 
may have little benefit in reducing crime. These types of offenders with no history of criminal 
behaviour are likely at lower risk of reoffending even without intervention, and it is likely that 
the social and personal factors that have kept them from previous involvement with crime will 
both make for effective restorative outcomes and protect them from the risks of labeling that may 
negatively affect youth who have yet to develop a positive social identity. Furthermore, given 
that past research in a British Columbia community showed that more than half of the adult 
offenders that came to the attention of police over a one-year period had no previous criminal 
record (Diplock, 2009), there are likely a large number of adult offenders each year whose 
offending may be better dealt with through restorative justice than through the criminal justice 
system. 
 In summary, although the legislative framework is in place in the criminal justice system 
to make use of restorative justice for youth, and it is lacking for adults, there is good reason to 
alter referral and acceptance practices with regard to the use of pre-charge restorative justice for 
both youth and adult offenders. Pre-charge referrals for first-time and low-risk youth offenders 
should be limited, with alternative extra-judicial measures or informal restorative practices being 
considered first. Decisions to refer in these cases might be better informed by the needs of the 



 123 

victim. For higher-risk youth offenders and most adult offenders, restorative justice at the pre-
charge stage is likely an appropriate default response, with a strong consideration for restorative 
justice processes at later stages for those offenders whose unwillingness to take responsibility, 
offence types, and/or risk to reoffend demand a criminal justice system response. In essence, 
regardless of age, there is likely only a relatively small group of offenders who would be 
inappropriate for restorative justice at some stage in the criminal justice system. 
 
In What Situations Might Restorative Justice be Inappropriate?  

While it is relatively rare for restorative justice to create more problems than it helps, 
there are some situations in which restorative justice may be problematic. Research by Sherman 
and Strang (2007) identified some situations where the evidence has indicated caution is needed. 
They found based on a subset of data from a study of Australian offenders that Aboriginal youth 
property offenders responded negatively to restorative justice, increasing their criminality. 
Though the sample size was small, the effect was large enough to be meaningful to the 
researchers (Sherman, Strang, Barnes, & Woods, 2006 as cited in Sherman & Strang, 2007). 
Another notable issue was that the results of one study (McCold and Wachtel, 1998 as cited in 
Sherman & Strang, 2007) demonstrated that a subset of Hispanic minority-group youth who 
were offered restorative justice but refused actually increased their level of reoffending more 
than a matched group that was not offered restorative justice. The researchers posited that there 
may have been some negative reaction to how the offenders were referred that caused the effect. 
Additionally, scholars like Squires (2012) have warned against the use of restorative justice with 
offenders who cannot develop empathy or their moral reasoning. Since restorative justice relies 
on empathy to both create the necessary emotional connection among the group and to reduce 
later offending on the part of the offender, the participation of offenders who are unable to 
develop empathy or feel remorse is likely to produce negative results in terms of satisfaction, 
feelings of safety, and reduced reoffending. 
 
Minority-Group Youth Offenders and Majority-Group Victims 

Sherman and Strang (2007) suggested that Defiance Theory (as previously discussed) 
may have contributed to the finding related to Aboriginal youth in Australia. If the offenders 
viewed the process as one that was being “done to them” by the mainstream culture that they do 
not identify with, they may have viewed the subsequent sanctions as illegitimate and responded 
with increased offending. These offenders would then reject the criticism and act defiantly to 
overcome any feelings of shame that come from the criticism they received from those in an 
authority position they view as illegitimate. 

Additionally, Group Threat Theory (Ousey & Unnever, 2012) offers another explanation 
for how these situations can produce negative results. It could suggest that victims who are 
members of a racial or ethnic majority may respond in a more stigmatizing way to offenders 
from a minority-group than they would with an offender from the majority-group. The theory 
suggests that greater sizes of minority groups create a threat response by the majority who feel 
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they need to defend their status (Ousey & Unnever, 2012). Subconsciously or intentionally, 
members of the majority equate the threat of crime with outgroup threat. They see the 
hypothetical or typical offender as an outsider, likely from a minority group, and feel a greater 
level of threat. The greater level of threat and the "otherness" of their vision of the criminal 
justify and necessitate increasingly punitive responses to crime. Perhaps then, when faced with 
an offender from the majority group, victims and the community are able to see an offender that 
does not match their preconceived perceptions, and in doing so, are able to view the offender as 
less threatening and worthy of support. By contrast, if the offender matches their preconceived 
perception of a “criminal other”, their views appear to be justified and they may be more inclined 
to respond with suggestions of punitive and stigmatizing sanctions. 

It is likely that restorative justice processes involving the meeting of victims and 
offenders will be further complicated when the two belong to different groups. This may be 
particularly true if the offenders and their supporters are from a minority group that has faced 
historic challenges with the mainstream justice system, as is the case with First Nations peoples 
in Canada. In restorative processes where the program offering the service, the victims, and the 
victims’ supporters appear, from the perspective of the offenders and their supporters, to 
represent the interests of the majority group and the authority of the state, these challenges will 
likely be intensified and could jeopardize outcomes for all involved. Based on this interpretation 
of the theories, extra consideration is likely warranted if programs consider taking on cases 
involving offenders and victims with different cultural backgrounds, having unbalanced cultural 
representation in the process, and including police or other authority figures in the process. 

While there may be challenges, the results could be very rewarding if both offenders and 
victims can form a greater respect and understanding of the other and extend that understanding 
to others from their respective out-groups. Much like in the case of falsifying neutralizations, the 
experience will have to break through cultural stereotypes and hostilities that exist historically 
between groups so that each participant can be understood. The process may require a greater 
demonstration of understanding, forgiveness, and acceptance of the issues facing the offender on 
the part of the victim than would be required in restorative processes where the acceptance of a 
victim’s "innocence" may be more easily accepted by the offender. In some cases, where there 
may be no willingness for the lines between offender and victim to be "blurred", restorative 
justice should be avoided as the desired responses may be unduly punitive on the part of the 
victim (if the offender continues to epitomize the threatening other) and defiant on the part of the 
offender. 

Additionally, the findings related to the subgroup of Hispanic offenders who refused 
restorative justice may suggest the need for careful consideration of how restorative justice is 
offered to offenders prior to making a referral. Since restorative justice is intended to be a 
voluntary process, it necessitates a conversation between the referral agent, often police, and the 
offender about the restorative justice process. If the interaction between the police and the 
offender in the process of exploring interest in restorative justice is a negative one, it may not 
only lead to a refusal to participate in a process that may be beneficial, but it may also contribute 
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to defiance as explained by Defiance Theory (Sherman, 1993). While this should not be a lesson 
only for when referring minority-group youth offenders, the finding from McCold and Wachtel 
(1998, as cited in Sherman & Strang, 2007), though only one example, provides some evidence 
of how restorative justice, even at the referral stage, can produce negative results if it is not 
respectful and mindful of the lessons from Defiance Theory. 
 
Offenders Who Lack the Ability to Feel Remorse or Develop Empathy 
 Whether accepting relatively minor or more serious offences, restorative justice programs 
may receive referrals for offenders who are unable to feel remorse or develop empathy. In these 
situations, restorative processes may do more harm than good. Since many of the theoretical 
reasons that restorative justice could reduce reoffending involve feeling shame, building 
empathy, and overcoming neutralizations, lacking the ability to feel remorse or develop empathy 
would greatly diminish the effectiveness of restorative justice. The experience of victims and 
other participants may also be less satisfying if they fail to see genuine emotion and remorse 
from the offender. Additionally, for these offenders, the failed use of restorative justice could 
possibly lead to greater offending if participation in restorative justice prevents the use of more 
intensive interventions that could better address some of the deficits. 

One well studied psychological condition that is known for low emotionality, little 
remorse, and the lack of empathy is psychopathy (Hare, 1999). While perhaps rare among the 
general population, psychopathy may be present is a relatively high proportion of the criminal 
population. Psychopaths may make up as much as 25% of the population of incarcerated 
offenders (Hare, 1999), making them highly likely to be subjected to criminal justice 
interventions and perhaps even restorative justice. While the prevalence of incarcerated 
psychopaths suggests that they are commonly involved in some of the most serious types of 
criminal offences, their traits are also likely to get them involved in less serious offending that 
would be considered for pre-charge restorative justice. 

Research has found the lack of remorse and/or empathy exhibited by psychopaths is 
complex. Mullins-Nelson, Salekin, and Leistico (2006) found that individuals in the community 
who exhibit high levels of psychopathy, referred to as successful psychopaths due to their ability 
to avoid incarceration, are no different from the general population in their ability to recognize 
the emotions of others and respond appropriately. However, they score much lower than the 
general public on affective empathy. This “cognitive” empathy allows psychopaths to behave in 
a socially appropriate manner in response to the emotions of others although they generally have 
little caring or compassion for them. Although youth showing psychopathic traits, may also lack 
this cognitive empathy, research by Dadds et al. (2009) suggested that as they age, these youth 
learn to “talk the talk” of empathy, but do not develop genuine affective empathy. Additionally, 
psychopathy appears to inhibit an offender’s ability to develop increased levels of empathy 
through treatment programs that focus specifically on increasing empathy toward others 
generally and their victims specifically, sometimes causing these treatments to be counter-
productive (Roche, Shoss, Pincus, & Ménard, 2011). Additionally, those rated high on 
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psychopathy measures may actually experience positive arousal or pleasure when exposed to 
others’ pain (Decety, Chen, Harenski, & Kiehl, 2013). This suggests that a psychopath might be 
able to respond appropriately while participating in a restorative justice process, but ultimately 
gain little from the experience and make no changes to his/her behaviour. 

In addition to potentially producing no crime reduction benefit, the use of restorative 
justice may pose other problems. In cases of violence, sexual violence, and intimidation, pre-
charge restorative justice may not provide sufficient victim safety. If an offender participates in 
restorative justice without the ability to develop empathy and the motivation to change his/her 
behaviour, there may be a risk of continued violence toward the victim. Psychopathic offenders 
may also be adept at manipulating restorative processes, particularly if program personnel are not 
familiar with these types of offenders. This could result in power imbalances not being identified 
and/or mitigated, the offender taking advantage of the informal process for their own benefit by 
minimizing their actions and shifting blame, or the victim or other participants feeling pressured 
to accept outcomes or participate in a way that they had not wanted to. Furthermore, given that 
psychopathy is a strong predictor of reoffending, even after treatment, the use of restorative 
justice instead of more intensive interventions specific to the unique needs and risks of 
psychopathic offenders could leave the community at risk. 

Although it may be good practice to avoid the use of restorative justice, particularly 
diversionary restorative justice, with offenders who have an inability to feel remorse or develop 
empathy, like the psychopathic offender, identifying such offenders prior to a referral is not an 
easy task. Judging an offender’s capacity for remorse or empathy prior to making the decision to 
refer is a subjective task, and would likely result in unnecessary limitations to referrals. Also, it 
cannot be expected that police or other referral agents will have the access, training, and time to 
perform an assessment that could provide a valid indication of psychopathy prior to making a 
referral. This is complicated further because some youth may show psychopathic traits early on 
which dissipate with age or can be addressed through interventions that may even include 
restorative justice. While it is important to be cognizant of the risks and potential consequences 
of using restorative justice with psychopaths or other offenders lacking the ability to feel remorse 
or develop empathy, safeguarding against this may be better left with the programs by 
encouraging them to develop effective intake screening processes. 
 
Which Elements of Restorative Justice are Important for Reducing Reoffending? 

Because restorative justice principles stem from different values than exist in the 
traditional criminal justice system, their importance is not necessarily related to the fact that they 
contribute to preventing crime. As was previously discussed, the prevention of future crime, 
from the perspective of many proponents of restorative justice, does not hold the same priority as 
it does within the criminal justice system. Therefore, in order to understand which aspects of 
restorative justice are important to its use as an alternative or complement to the existing system, 
some of these principles need to be assessed. The main themes within the principles set out by 
the UNODC (2006) are voluntariness, agreement, flexibility, fairness, safety, respect, and the 
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protection of individual rights. Based on these principles, a number of common practices or 
elements of restorative justice have emerged. Many of these are important to ensuring that 
processes are restorative and meet the goals described by Sharpe (1998), and some of them also 
contribute to reducing reoffending. The following paragraphs explore these elements and their 
importance to reducing future crime. 

 
Taking Responsibility 

Although the UNODC (2006) does not suggest that programs require an offender to 
admit to committing an offence, taking responsibility for the offence is often a requirement. In 
British Columbia, over 95% of the programs surveyed indicated that they would not accept a 
referral if the offender refuses to admit guilt. In the Provincial Government’s framework for 
restorative justice (see Appendix M), the offender must voluntarily accept responsibility for the 
incident prior to entering the diversion agreement. This requirement is typical of restorative 
justice programs around the world, although some require only that the offender does not deny 
responsibility (UNODC, 2006). The UNODC’s (2006) handbook emphasizes that there should 
be enough evidence to lay charges, but is less prescriptive about requiring an admission, noting 
that many programs do require it, but that it should not be equated to an admission of guilt as in a 
criminal trial.  

The importance of this element in restorative justice needs to be assessed, particularly 
because its inclusion as an acceptance criterion limits the use of restorative justice in a number of 
ways. It has the potential to prevent the participation of offenders in pre-charge and post-charge 
restorative justice if they do not accept full responsibility or dispute the facts of the case as 
presented by the investigation or the other parties. It may also prevent referrals to pre-charge 
restorative justice programs if it is believed that participation will preclude the offender from 
facing charges as a result of violating the right to a fair trial. It can also limit the use of post-
conviction restorative justice to only those offenders who plead guilty, denying the opportunity 
to participate to those who chose to exercise their right to a trial. Additionally, as a criterion for 
either pre-charge, post-charge, or post-conviction restorative justice, it may become a coercive 
tool that encourages offenders to admit guilt in cases where they do have valid defences. If the 
requirement to take responsibility does not contribute to better outcomes regarding reoffending, 
then perhaps these limitations are accepted unnecessarily. 

While it is apparent that an accused person that denies responsibility for the crime of 
which he/she is accused must have an opportunity to put forward a defence, a criminal defence 
may take many forms and dispute many of the elements of the alleged offence. An accused 
person who wishes to contest some of the elements of the alleged offence is not inherently 
unable to repair harm to victims and/or the community. In such cases, the accused offender may 
wish to take partial responsibility, explain his/her perspective, or acknowledge that harm was 
done without fully accepting the version of the incident presented by the investigation, witnesses, 
or the victim. According to the UNODC (2006), the taking of responsibility by an offender 
during restorative justice should not be viewed as an admission of guilt criminally and should not 
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be used as such, suggesting that restorative justice and a fair trial may both be able to occur for a 
single offence if required. It may limit how forthcoming offenders are during restorative 
processes, but it may also increase the likelihood of pre-charge referrals to restorative justice if 
the prospect of charges did not disappear after participation. Also, if offenders did not fear 
jeopardizing their defences in court, the use of restorative justice at the pre-charge or post-charge 
stage could allow for early attempts to make amends to victims rather than maintaining the 
appearance of denial or remorselessness as is required of the adversarial process. Similarly, if 
offenders who refused to accept full responsibility were allowed to participate in restorative 
justice after completion of the trial, the opportunity to repair the harms of the both the offence 
and the trial would be more immediate and may improve the effectiveness of sentences. 

On the other hand, restorative justice programs are not intended to discern the truth of the 
incident and may become less effective if the facts are debated or if the offender refuses to speak 
about particular aspects of the incident. Many restorative processes, including the RCMP’s 
Community Justice Forum, are designed to exclude the adversarial nature of the courts, such as 
the participation of legal counsel, which may be more difficult in cases where the offender sticks 
to a different version of the event. Furthermore, restorative justice has been found to be less 
satisfactory for victims when the offenders dispute their responsibility for parts of the offence or 
express mitigating aspects of the offence (Choi et al., 2012). In general, if the offender’s 
unwillingness to accept responsibility to the level necessary for the victim to agree that he/she is 
sincere in trying to repair the harm, the process will not only fail to be satisfactory, it will also 
likely fail to encourage the offender to stop offending. 

From the perspective of the theories discussed previously, in order for the restorative 
process to prevent reoffending it will likely require the offender to experience shame, to witness 
his/her influential supporters disapprove of the offence, to be accepted back into the group 
without stigmatization, to challenge his/her neutralizations, and gain a deeper understanding of 
the harm caused in order to develop greater empathy. While it may be possible for a restorative 
process to accomplish these if the offender accepts only partial responsibility or expresses 
excuses for his/her actions, many become unlikely. If the offender’s supporters become too 
defensive of the offender’s position, shame and disapproval are less likely to occur. If the 
offender’s partial acceptance of responsibility is rejected by the victim or the group, the process 
may break down and become adversarial, risking stigmatization, a refusal to be reintegrated into 
the group, and defiance. If the offender’s defence is unjustified or untruthful, it may only 
perpetuate his/her use of neutralizations and prevent shame from having any effect on future 
attitude or behaviours. And generally, if the lack of taking full responsibility undermines the 
solidarity of the group, the offender would not likely witness the emotion on the part of the 
victim caused by the harm inflicted, which will limit the effectiveness of the process to 
encourage the development of empathy.  

Therefore, the decision to exclude offenders who refuse to take full responsibility prior to 
participation requires the balancing of the potential benefits of restorative justice to be reaped in 
a broader number of cases against the risk that those cases will be unsatisfactory and ineffective, 
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if not counter-productive. Requiring admission of responsibility prior to participation does limit 
the use of restorative justice and does not allow the process to be one that encourages offenders 
to take responsibility, but it also provides a safeguard against the restorative process becoming 
adversarial and counter-productive. Given the tenuous position of restorative justice in the 
province, it is perhaps best to maintain the requirement for offenders to accept responsibility 
prior to participating in restorative justice processes as the default position for programs. As 
restorative justice become more accepted as a viable complement or alternative to the criminal 
justice system, the default should perhaps be challenged on a case by case basis to broaden its 
use and extend the potential benefits for reducing future offending. 
 
Voluntary Participation and Agreement 
 Voluntary participation is a basic principle of restorative justice. Unlike what is the case 
with the criminal justice system, no one can be compelled or coerced to participate in restorative 
justice either as the offender or any other role. For the surveyed programs in British Columbia 
the lack of voluntary participation on the part of the offender was the most common reason a 
program would refuse to accept a referral, with nearly all programs indicating that they would 
refuse such a referral. This principle is found in the UNODC (2006) handbook and is included in 
the BC Government’s Framework for Restorative Justice (see Appendix M). In both documents 
the voluntariness requires informed consent by all parties intended to participate. Similarly, the 
resolutions in restorative justice require agreement from all parties and must be completed 
voluntarily by the offender. It is also expected practice in restorative justice to allow participants, 
including the offender, to withdraw from the process at any time. 

Requiring voluntary participation limits the use of these processes to offences committed 
by offenders who are willing to take part without coercion. It also relies on these same offenders 
to follow through with their commitments, despite in many cases having recently demonstrated a 
lack of concern for the expectations of their communities by committing an offence. Voluntary 
participation is often a problem for trying to determine the actual value of restorative justice, 
since there is a strong body of research literature concluding that the willingness to participate is 
a considerable factor in the success of rehabilitation programs (Parhar, Wormith, Derkzen & 
Beauregard, 2008). It may be that the motivation that accompanies voluntary participation is a 
more important factor in explaining future change than any process itself. If the success of 
restorative justice is primarily due to self-selection, it might mean the same successful offenders 
would likely be just as successful with other responses. It may also mean that restorative justice 
will remain a fringe service for only a selection of the least challenging offenders. 

While self-selection bias has been a common criticism of evaluations of restorative 
justice, there have been a limited number of studies that attempt to overcome this limitation. The 
use of randomized control trials, in which offenders willing to participate are randomly assigned 
to either participate or not, have been conducted to test restorative justice independent of the self-
selection bias. Generally, these studies have found beneficial outcomes for offenders who 
participate in restorative justice compared against equally willing offenders who did not receive 
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restorative justice (Sherman et al., 2014). Therefore, while this does not negate the fact that 
voluntariness might be essential to successful restorative justice outcomes, it does suggest that 
restorative justice can have an added benefit for reducing reoffending in offenders who are 
willing to participate above and beyond an internal motivating factor. 

From a theoretical perspective, voluntary participation in restorative processes and their 
agreements may be necessary to achieve reductions in reoffending on the part of the offender. 
Primarily, being fully informed about the process and having a choice in participating would 
generally bring in only those offenders who are motivated to make amends in some way. This 
would suggest that they already feel some shame, have at least partially rejected their 
neutralizations, are willing to accept the process as legitimate, and are prepared to be less defiant. 
From a social bonds perspective, the motivation to repair harm could become a “commitment 
bond” or a goal that keeps the offender from committing future offences. In general, voluntary 
participation suggests that the offender is less committed to a criminal identity and wants to 
change in some way. 

Agreeing to the resolution and voluntarily completing the agreement demonstrates at 
least partial success of the effects of the process itself, since the offender has accepted the new 
obligation and shown the motivation to follow through on it. This level of voluntary participation 
extends the crime reducing effects of the previously discussed theoretical factors and likely 
strengthens the willingness of the community to reintegrate the offender. Importantly, 
committing to something in the resolution and achieving that goal could be a critical factor in 
reframing an offender’s identity from someone who fails at pro-social activities to someone who 
succeeds. Without these activities being voluntary, the offender may not internalize the 
agreement as a personal commitment and its completion as an achievement, viewing it instead as 
similar to a sentence that, once complete, is relegated to simply the experience of a consequence 
for breaking the law. 

Obviously the requirement for voluntary participation and completion of restorative 
justice is not always going to ensure beneficial outcomes, particularly since many programs rely 
on the incentive of avoiding formal criminal justice charges or prescribed sentences as a way to 
obtain voluntary participation in restorative justice. If restorative justice is presented as an easier 
option or the “lesser of evils”, some offenders may simply be accepting restorative justice rather 
than volunteering to participate in a way that is indicative of motivation to change. According to 
Farabee et al. (1998; as cited in Parhar, et al., 2008), the presentation of a choice, such as drug 
treatment or restorative justice against the risk of a criminal record and/or incarceration, is just 
another type of coercion disguised as voluntary participation. Therefore, an offender who 
chooses to volunteer when faced with such a decision may not actually be motivated to 
participate in the process, which would negate some of the theoretical benefits of voluntary 
participation on future reoffending. 

Removing any level of coercion from restorative justice would greatly limit the ability to 
use restorative justice within a criminal justice setting. Therefore, true voluntary participation 
without any coercion or inducement is likely not a reasonable goal. Perhaps more important is to 
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ensure that all parties are fully informed about the process and that no particular outcome is 
guaranteed, so that each person can make the decision to participate based on their own situation. 
For offenders, this will likely involve a weighing of restorative justice against some other form 
of criminal justice intervention. As this is the case, assessing and building an offender’s 
motivation to participate and make a change should perhaps be considered more important than 
attaining true voluntary participation in the process and its resolution. Ultimately, while informed 
and voluntary consent is a key principle to restorative justice philosophy, it may in fact be the 
motivation on the part of the offender that often accompanies voluntary participation that will be 
the key to successful outcomes. 

 
Flexibility 

Flexibility is a principle of restorative justice that particularly sets it apart from the 
traditional criminal justice system. The UNODC (2006) handbook includes flexibility in its 
description of the features of restorative justice encouraging flexible responses based on various 
factors including the circumstances of the crime, and those of the victim and the offender. 
Taking into account the specific details, conditions, contexts, and facts relevant to the incident 
and/or the parties involved, restorative justice processes and outcomes allow for individual 
considerations in each case. Emphasis is placed on repairing the harm and measures are agreed 
upon by the parties involved. The reason for the offence is factored into determining measures 
when possible. This is a marked departure from the processes and outcomes that take place in the 
criminal justice system. While the circumstances of a case are presented and the victim and 
accused have the opportunity to have their version of the events presented in a formal statement 
and sometimes by testimony in a court room, the traditional criminal justice system processes do 
not focus on factoring in individual needs or cultural considerations. The outcomes are also 
prescribed by law and precedence, thereby reducing the ability to customize and be creative and 
innovative in sentencing. This rigidity can result in rulings that the parties find unsatisfactory, as 
the connection between the outcome and the harm done may be perceived as widely disparate 
and not relevant to those involved (Van Camp & Wemmers, 2013). With flexibility and 
responsiveness of processes and outcomes listed as values, restorative justice is a “flexible and 
variable approach that can be adapted to the circumstances, legal tradition, principles and 
underlying philosophies of established national criminal justice systems” (UNODC, 2006, p. 8). 

Flexibility in the restorative justice process and in the resulting provision of sanctions can 
have implications on reducing recidivism. Because the offender’s individual needs and 
circumstances are factored in, the process, while still following a structure, can be adapted and 
customized to be responsive to those needs. Focus on addressing the offender’s problems and 
including discussions on strategies to prevent reoffending often form part of the discussion and 
influence resulting agreements (Robinson & Shapland, 2008). Because the offender and his or 
her individual needs and circumstances contribute to shaping the restorative justice process and 
developing the resulting agreement, he/she will be more likely to become invested in the process, 
understand the harm caused to the victim and/or the community, and identify with the means of 
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reparation as it should have a direct link back to the case and to the individuals. It is believed 
then, that because the process is flexible, the offender participates in a meaningful and impactful 
process that provides him/her with tools and strategies to influence future behavior and reduce 
the likelihood of reoffending. 
 
Fairness 

Fairness is not specifically listed in the UNODC handbook as a necessary element or 
feature of restorative justice; however, fairness is a component part and innately woven within 
the key aspects of restorative justice. In restorative justice, the process is equally as important as 
the outcome (UNODC, 2006). Unlike the adversarial and contentious atmosphere in a court 
proceeding where representatives for the parties seek ways to win the case in terms of the law, 
restorative processes allow for, and in fact largely rely on the victim and the offender to tell their 
side of the story and participate. Fairness in restorative justice is not in terms of ensuring that 
each offender who goes through a process is subject to the same outcome, but that all parties 
involved will have the opportunity to contribute to and decide upon what is fair for them. Each 
party has the same opportunities to express themselves, the goal being to air the facts, the 
background story and the resulting impact to determine how best to repair the harm and carry 
forward. The outcome is not decided upon by a person outside of the situation making a 
judgment, rather the parties involved come to a consensual agreement on what measures are 
most appropriate and reparative in that situation for those individuals. By way of the process 
then, the outcome is likely to be viewed as fair by both the victim and the offender as they are 
involved in the crafting of the agreement and ultimately agree to its terms. Genuine attempt at 
consensus is inherently a demonstration of fairness.  

Having the victim and the offender view the process and the outcome as fair is extremely 
important. In fact, research by Van Camp and Wemmers (2013) found that even when an 
offender did not actively participate in a restorative justice process as expected, victims were 
often still satisfied because they found the process to be procedurally fair. However, the 
procedural fairness can produce legitimacy, which often encourages the offender and the victim 
to participate actively in the process. If either of the parties feels that they are not being treated 
fairly during the processes, they will likely not buy into it and not participate in the same way as 
they would if they felt fairness in the process. Likewise for the outcome, if it is not viewed as fair 
by either the victim or the offender, the value of the restorative process will be lost. If the victim 
determines that the means of reparation the offender commits to carry out does not meet his/her 
expectations, victim satisfaction with the process will be low and the sense of reparation will not 
be established. If the offender does not feel that the terms he/she is to meet to repair the harm 
caused are fair, he/she will not likely buy into the agreement and not complete the required steps 
or not feel compelled to continue along the same reparative and non-offending path after the 
agreement has been fulfilled. 

The impetus for the offender to continue to offend, or the lack of motivation to prevent 
reoffending if the offender views the process or outcome to be unfair can be explained by 
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Defiance Theory (Sherman, 1993), discussed earlier in this section. When an offender perceives 
a sanction to be unfair or that the authority imposing the sanction is unfair or illegitimate, he/she 
will act in defiance, which can lead to future offending. Fairness, therefore, is an important 
element in restorative justice and an element that can influence recidivism. As a result, 
restorative justice programs that seek to deal fairly with offenders and victims, promote true 
collaborative outcome agreements, and reduce prejudicial treatment of offenders will likely lead 
to better outcomes than those that enable more stigmatizing practices and disproportionate 
outcomes into their processes. 
 
Safety, Respect, and the Protection of Individual Rights 

Safety, respect, and the protection of individual rights are essential elements of 
restorative justice and are included in the features of restorative justice programs outlined in the 
UNODC (2006) handbook. The handbook states that restorative justice is “a response to crime 
that respects the dignity and equality of each person, builds understanding and promotes social 
harmony through the healing of victims, offenders and communities” (p. 7). The process values 
iterate the importance of respect for all participants and the process goals highlight victim safety 
and satisfaction. 

As has been discussed previously, various theories seem to suggest that the most 
successful restorative justice processes will be those in which the participants are fully engaged 
in the process and openly contribute their side of the story, their thoughts, and their emotions. 
For most people, if they feel safe, secure and respected, they are more likely to be open with 
their feelings and emotions and will contribute more fully. If they do not have a strong sense of 
safety, security, and respect, they will more likely be guarded. A true presentation of a person’s 
perspective and accompanying feelings will set the stage for the other party to be able to develop 
empathy for the individual. When a victim describes his or her account of the event and 
expresses the impact it had on him/her physically, emotionally, and psychologically the offender 
is positioned to see an unobstructed view of the harms he/ she has caused. Seeing other 
participants expressing their emotions around how they have been affected can help offenders to 
develop empathy, overcome their neutralizations, and recognize the harm. Additionally, seeing 
the reactions of close supporters can rebuild attachment bonds or even cause an offender to re-
evaluate a criminal social identity.  

In the case of the victim, hearing the offender’s circumstances and version of the event 
along with his/her related feelings and emotions can reshape the image the victim has of the 
offender. This may allow the victim to view the person through a different lens, provoking 
empathy and, in some cases, a degree of understanding of the individual and his/her actions. A 
better understanding of the mindset of the offender and his/her motivation to commit the offence 
will often provide the victim with a renewed sense of safety and security or at least a relief from 
the fear where the motivation to commit the offence was not personal or targeted (Rossner, 
2008). When victims go through a process in which they feel safe, secure, and respected, and 
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then leave the process having some of their fear alleviated, they may be more willing to work 
with their community and even with the offender to prevent future crime.  

However, according to findings about the neuroscience of learning (e.g. Cozolino, 2013), 
if an environment is stressful and produces high anxiety, learning will diminish. Therefore, even 
if one party is capable of expressing him/herself, the ability for other parties to learn from the 
experience can be inhibited if the environment is not safe and respectful. Of particular 
importance, the person who caused the harm will learn the consequences of his/her actions, will 
not want to cause a similar harm again, and will govern his/her behaviour in a way to prevent 
future offending. But in order for these mechanisms to occur, a safe and respectful environment 
should be created in order for all parties to willingly participate truthfully and learn from others. 
A safe, secure, and respectful process appears to be vital for restorative justice to produce many 
of the beneficial effects and particularly those that would reduce reoffending. 
 
Apology and Forgiveness 

Apology and forgiveness are not listed as required elements in restorative justice 
according to the UNODC (2006) handbook. However, the acceptance of responsibility on the 
part of the offender is a critical ingredient, which may involve an apology. This can come about 
in a number of different forms and actions which are determined through the restorative process. 
Apology and forgiveness can and do occur as a result of the offender taking responsibility and 
while they are not mandatory, they are viewed as positive. Although a process that is seen, 
perhaps narrowly, as promoting apology and forgiveness can be seen as problematic by some 
(Hopkins, 2013) as a result of the underlying religious connotations and the doubts about 
sincerity, there is some evidence that apology can have positive effects.  

Apology has different components including the acknowledgement of harm, admitting 
wrongdoing, expressing remorse, offering reparation, and the offer of forbearance, defined as 
“promising not to repeat the behavior in the future and to work toward good relations” (Dhami, 
2012). Apologies may contain one, all, or a combination of the various components. Motivation 
for offenders to apologize can also vary, sometimes coming from a sincere desire to express that 
they are sorry and to make amends, and sometimes due to perceived pressure from the group to 
fulfil the social norm of apologizing after doing wrong. Acceptance of the apology by the victim 
can also occur in varying degrees, if at all. The apology may be fully accepted, partially accepted 
or rejected (Dhami, 2012). 

Apology and its acceptance can have impactful effects on the victim and the offender. In 
a study looking at offer and acceptance of apology in victim-offender mediation, Dhami (2012) 
found that where apologies were offered, they were accepted 90% of the time; however, 
forgiveness was much less common. When the perpetrator said “I’m sorry”, victims were more 
likely to report satisfaction with the outcome of the mediation. The degree of elaboration within 
the apology influenced the victims’ level of satisfaction with greater satisfaction reported where 
there was a more elaborate apology. A more elaborate apology also increased the likelihood of 
the victim offering forgiveness (Dhami, 2012). With apology then, victims may gain a sense of 
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closure, allowing them to heal from the damaging effects of the crime and the offender may be 
better positioned to successfully reintegrate into the community through repaired relationships. 

For offenders, coming to the point of genuinely expressing remorse through apology can 
be significant. Particularly if the apology creates a commitment to change behaviour, it may 
create a type of social bond. When it is accepted, it could even represent a “turning point” for the 
offender. Process in which apology is given and accepted, would likely produce better effects. 
However, if an offender does express remorse and apology and that apology is not accepted, it 
could have a detrimental effect, undoing much of the positive from the process. 

Some would suggest that apology and forgiveness are absolutely necessary in restorative 
justice for the process to reach the goals for which it is intended. Some would even say that not 
only are apology and forgiveness necessary, but they form part of the core of the restorative 
justice process and that without these elements, the restorative process is deficient, progress in 
repairing harms is hindered, and the involved parties do not reap the intended benefits of the 
process. On the other hand, successful restorative processes can occur without apology or 
forgiveness coming out in the dialogue and not all processes where an apology has taken place 
can necessarily be considered successful. Therefore, apology and forgiveness are positive aspects 
when they occur in restorative justice processes but they are not necessarily critical for success 
or for preventing reoffending. 

Can Restorative Justice Contribute to Crime Prevention Generally? 

While it is important that restorative justice has the potential to change the behaviour of 
offenders after their experiences with a process, there are also some theoretical arguments about 
the ability of restorative justice to affect crime more generally. Again, because restorative justice 
covers a broad array of activities and can be used both as an alternative and a complement to 
criminal justice processes, which may or may not include incarceration, it is challenging to 
separate the effects of restorative justice. In some cases, the strength of restorative justice is that 
it can produce important benefits while avoiding the negative unintended consequences of the 
criminal justice system. In other cases, bypassing the existing system could itself have negative 
effects. Perhaps the strongest benefit of restorative justice is that its principles can be flexibly 
used when its role as an alternative would produce greater benefits as well as when having a 
criminal justice system response is necessary. The discussion below provides information to 
explore the ways in which restorative justice can contribute to crime prevention more generally. 

Building Social Capital  
 Similar to the information presented about social bonds theory, looking at crime from a 
structural level it has been theorized that communities with higher levels of social capital and 
social cohesion will have lower rates of crime. Social capital refers to the networks of 
relationships between people in a community that enable it to function, while social cohesion is 
the willingness of people in a community to work together, often measured by trust and shared 
norms. The two concepts are inter-related, as the growth of social capital is believed to increase 
social cohesion (Colletta & Cullen, 2000). 
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The discussion of social capital often stems for work by Robert Putnam (2000), which 
found that the level of social interactions has declined and been offset by more solitary 
behaviours. In theory this would lead to less social cohesion, characterized by reduced collective 
goal attainment, weakened social bonds, and fewer shared norms, which all become impediments 
to effective informal social control (Messner, Baumer, & Rosenfeld, 2004). This lack of social 
control increases social disorganization, not only creating a social void that is often filled by 
crime, but also reducing the risks and costs to offenders of engaging in crime in that community 
(Buonanno, Montolio, & Vanin, 2009). Additionally, it is believed that a lack of social cohesion 
enables conflicts around systemic social issues to evolve into violence. It is also possible for 
combatant groups to then become more socially active, mirroring an increase in social capital but 
without true social cohesion, which ultimately exacerbates the conflicts (Colletta & Cullen, 
2000). 
 Restorative justice may be able to increase social capital in a number of ways, which in 
theory could improve social cohesion and thus both increase informal social control and 
potentially deescalate conflicts in the community. In bringing individuals together to solve 
conflicts rather than separating them and handing the conflict over to the state, the use of 
restorative justice could gradually lead to increased social capital and social cohesion. Shapland 
et al. (2006) suggested that restorative justice could and has improved relationships between 
offenders and other participants in conferences, which may increase social capital at the 
individual level. However, the authors admit that there is a conceptual leap between achieving 
stronger bonds between a few individuals and increasing social capital within a community. 
While this is true, if restorative justice were to become increasingly common both inside and 
outside of justice settings, there is potential that the aggregate growth of social capital may 
produce meaningful outcomes in communities. Additionally, other participants and community 
volunteers may be influenced by learning about and putting into practice restorative principles, 
which may lead to greater levels of civic engagement. While currently only a small portion of the 
population may get exposed to restorative justice and its principles, with continued growth could 
come substantial changes to how communities engage in justice and conflict resolution.  
 
Reducing Suffering 

A recent philosophy for the study of crime suggests that crime is the result of suffering 
and the goal of justice and thus a justice system should be to reduce suffering. These ideas have 
been branded Peacemaking Criminology (Pepinski & Quinney, 1991). The ideas of Peacemaking 
Criminology are strongly linked to the values of restorative justice, particularly that the 
appropriate way to respond to crime is to seek to repair the harm done. The main criticism is that 
Peacemaking Criminology does not actually offer a theory about the causes of crime that can be 
empirically tested (Fuller & Wozniak, 2011). However, the idea that suffering caused by social 
inequity, violence, repression and other social ills leads to crime is not fundamentally different 
from many other criminological theories and common sense explanations for crime. 
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One of Peacemaking Criminology’s fundamental arguments is for a transition from the 
existing practices of criminal justice to a system based primarily on restorative justice. Because 
restorative justice seeks to repair harm and end the suffering that a crime can cause, this 
philosophy not only suggests that restorative justice is a good alternative, but also that the 
traditional adversarial criminal justice system and the use of sanctions that increase suffering 
should be avoided. While restorative justice would not solve all of the problems that 
Peacemaking Criminologists suggest contribute to crime, a restorative focus on crime problems 
would prevent the significant perpetuation of suffering to offenders, victims, and their 
communities that the traditional criminal justice system creates as well as repair some of the 
harm caused by conflict between individuals. Restorative justice can then reduce suffering by 
reducing the fear victims feel, providing them with restitution to compensate for some of the 
damages, and ensuring that they are not re-victimized through the justice process. At the same 
time, it does not promote additional suffering through punishment aimed at causing harm to the 
offender. While Peacemaking Criminologists argue for the use of restorative justice instead of 
the traditional criminal justice system, from this perspective, making use of restorative justice, 
even in combination with incarceration and other criminal justice sanctions, should contribute to 
the overall reduction in suffering, and thus reduce crime. 
 
Reducing Feelings of Revenge 
 While Peacemaking Criminology focuses on the holistic effects that a system based on 
restorative values would have in reducing crime, there may also be more direct crime reduction 
benefits specific to victims. Although justice discourse often suggests that there is an easily 
observable distinction between offenders and victims, this is not always the case. In fact, most 
offenders have been and are at greater risk of being victims than others in the general public, 
making a considerable overlap between the two groups. According to Sherman and Strang 
(2007), the erroneous assumption that victims and offenders are fundamentally different types of 
people causes the justice system to ignore the fact that neglecting victim needs may lead them to 
have more desire for revenge. By focusing on meeting victim needs and finding solutions to 
interpersonal conflicts that can continue even after a crime has been dealt with through the 
criminal justice system, restorative justice can have the potential to reduce the desire for revenge. 
 According to General Strain Theory (Agnew, 1992), crime stems from personal 
adaptations to the anger caused by strain. Building on earlier “strain theories” that focused 
exclusively on the goal of wealth, Agnew (1992) argued that strain arises from three main 
causes. The first is the failure to achieve something that is positively valued. This could be 
monetary success, status and respect, or personal autonomy. When the achievement of these 
goals is blocked, an individual may adapt by committing crime in an attempt to achieve the goal 
or as revenge against who or what may be to blame. The second source of strain is the removal 
of something positively valued. In this case, if someone has achieved success, the loss or the 
threat of loss may trigger strain to which an individual may respond through crime. Again, the 
criminal behaviour may be in order to regain what was lost or to seek revenge against those 
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responsible. Finally, the third source of strain is the presence or threat of something negative. 
Individuals may respond to the strain of negative situations by acting out criminally. The 
experience of victimization can be a negative situation that causes frustration and ultimately 
leads the victimized individual to commit crime. Agnew’s (1992) theory can be summarized 
simply that “when people are treated badly they may get upset and engage in crime” (p. 63). 
 If, from the perspective of General Strain Theory, restorative justice could reduce the 
anger by providing another method for victims to cope with the strain caused by victimization, 
restorative justice could reduce revenge crimes. Sherman and Strang (2007) argued that victims 
and offenders, who have likely been victims in the past, will be able to come to some level of 
understanding based on common experiences which will help to reduce the anger and desire for 
revenge among victims. Additionally, offenders themselves may have felt justified in their crime 
as the result of a previous harm. In these types of situations, restorative justice has the potential 
to reduce the risk that the situation between both sides will escalate into future crime and 
conflict. Existing research has supported this concept, as restorative processes were found to 
statistically significantly reduce feelings of desire for revenge among victims of both property 
and violent offences (Sherman & Strang, 2007). 
 
What about Deterrence? 

While restorative justice may have the potential to reduce levels of suffering that can 
contribute to crime and there is evidence that it can reduce revenge among victims, a question 
remains about whether it can send a strong enough message to potential offenders to prevent 
them from considering crime. From the perspective of classical theories of deterrence, 
individuals are believed to make a rational calculation to commit crime when the rewards 
outweigh the consequences. In order for this calculation to occur, potential offenders must be 
aware that a behaviour is illegal, and must believe that there is a high certainty that punishment 
will occur and that punishment will be more painful than the pleasure gained from committing 
the crime. Additionally, the punishment should occur soon after the commission of the crime in 
order for the offender to associate the two. From this perspective, the threat of an appropriately 
certain, swift, and severe penalty to a particular crime can prevent crime among the general 
population, known as general deterrence. At the same time, if an offender was not deterred in the 
first instance, upon experiencing the punishment, he/she will be deterred from doing so again, 
known as specific deterrence. 

With regard to restorative justice, a common criticism against it as an effective vehicle of 
crime control and prevention is that without the threat of a relatively certain and severe 
punishment, which is increasingly equated with lengthy incarceration, an offender will not be 
deterred from committing the crime in the first instance or for additional times after restorative 
justice. Because restorative justice principles do not promote punitive resolutions, the offender 
and his/her supporters are implicit in the resolution, and the process is often seen as one that 
precludes the use of incarceration, there is an assumption that the responses to crime will not 
outweigh the rewards of crime enough to produce a deterrent effect.  
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While the concept of deterrence is widely accepted by policy makers and the general 
public as an important and effective contribution to crime control, research support for the 
deterrent effects of most criminal justice responses is weak (Pratt, Cullen, Blevins, Daigle, & 
Madensen, 2006). This is because the actual requirements for deterrence are quite complex, 
particularly for general deterrence. In order for deterrence to be effective according to the 
classical theories, the offender must be aware that the behaviour is illegal, know the likely 
penalty, believe the likelihood of apprehension is high, believe the likelihood of punishment is 
high, and believe the punishment is likely to come soon. Research indicates that the general 
public, and even experienced offenders, often lack accurate perceptions of the rules, the 
penalties, and the probabilities with regard to offending (Apel, 2012). This likely limits the 
effects of general deterrence. Furthermore, despite efforts to increase the severity of punishments 
in line with “tough on crime” agendas, when deterrence is effective the effects are more closely 
associated with certainty and swiftness of sanctions than with the severity (Pratt et al., 2006). 
The ineffectiveness of increased severity comes from the fact that offenders who do make the 
decision to commit crime do not simply disregard the threat of punishment, but actively push it 
out of their minds, sometimes through the use of alcohol or drugs (Apel, 2012). They may be 
more likely to consider the risks in the moment of committing crime, such as getting caught or 
getting hurt, but again overcome this by a belief in their own abilities (Apel, 2012). This may 
also be what limits the effects of specific deterrence. Since the underlying reason for committing 
the crime still exists, the offender may be convinced that getting caught and punished was due to 
a fluke or a personal error during the crime and may believe that it will not occur again (Pratt et 
al., 2006). 

Although critics of restorative justice may suggest that it offers little to deter offenders 
from the perspective of general deterrence, this does not provide a valid reason not to use it. The 
fact that crimes are being committed is demonstrating that the deterrent effects of the criminal 
justice system itself are not enough to prevent all crimes. The use of restorative justice as a 
viable option, while potentially changing the ‘severity’ of the punishment, does not actually 
affect the certainty of receiving a punishment and actually increases the speed at which a 
resolution occurs. However, given the complexity of factors and the low likelihood of offenders 
providing much thought to punishment (Apel, 2012), an increased use of restorative justice for 
many offences would not likely have much effect on the existence of a general deterrent effect. 
In fact, in places where restorative justice or other diversion has largely replaced other criminal 
justice responses for some types of offences, there has not been an increase in the number of 
offenders having contact with police (Prichard, 2010). On the other hand, the belief by many that 
the criminal justice system and the threat of punishment can produce some deterrent effect does 
provide a good reason for ensuring an option exists for the use of the traditional criminal justice 
system as an alternative to the use of restorative justice. It is important not to remove the 
appearance of and potential to have serious consequences for offending, since it is difficult to 
measure the number of individuals who are currently deterred by the criminal justice system and 
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who would otherwise commit crime if they believed that restorative justice would be used 
instead. 

 In terms of specific deterrence, the assumption may be that restorative justice is less 
likely to produce a negative experience strong enough to push offenders away from considering 
committing crime again. However, theories like that of reintegrative shaming (Braithwaite, 1996) 
argue that the emotional response to a restorative process does create an inherently negative 
feeling that offenders want to avoid, which drives them to make reparations and change their 
behaviour. Some offenders find restorative justice even more difficult than going through the 
criminal justice process because they are being asked to face the emotions of themselves and 
others, something that they may not otherwise have to do (Cameron, 2005; Canadian Resource 
Centre For Victims of Crime, 2011). Again, the value of specific deterrence for most criminal 
justice responses appears to be weak at best (Pratt et al., 2011). Therefore, with all of the other 
theoretical reasons why restorative justice can reduce reoffending, the argument that there is a 
lack of specific deterrence should not be a particularly persuasive one. 
 
Prevent Conflicts and Build Conflict Resolution Skills 
 In addition to offering a way to intervene in the life of someone beginning his/her 
involvement in crime (secondary prevention) or to contribute to the rehabilitation of someone 
who has become more entrenched in crime (tertiary prevention), restorative justice processes 
present promise as a way to reduce the likelihood that anyone will resort to criminal offending 
later in life (primary prevention). While such processes, that would take place prior to a criminal 
offence occurring, are considered by some to be outside the definition of restorative justice 
(Walgrave, 2008), they rely on the same principles as processes that occur after a crime. Pre-
offence restorative justice may be most common in a school environment, but could reasonably 
take place in other community contexts such as in work places, recreational sports, or 
neighbourhood disputes. Introducing restorative principles and processes to people earlier in life, 
such as within schools, may have the greatest potential for preventing future harms. 

Since restorative justice principles and philosophies have begun to enter schools, the 
school setting provides a strong example for how restorative justice can act as primary crime 
prevention. These examples can reasonably be extended to other settings. Restorative justice has 
been used and promoted in schools as a process to respond to levels of conflict that would 
otherwise fall within the school’s disciplinary structure (Schiff, 2013). Additionally, restorative 
justice principles and practices have been taught in schools to provide a method to respond to 
conflicts of lesser seriousness and to generally promote collective participation in problem-
solving (Morrison & Vaandering, 2012). There is evidence that the use of restorative justice in 
schools can result in a number of positive outcomes, such as reduced suspensions and 
expulsions, decreased disciplinary referrals, and improved academic results, and are more 
effective in these areas than zero-tolerance practices (Schiff, 2013). Similar benefits might be 
possible in other settings. 



 141 

The use of restorative justice processes, as either an alternative to the traditional 
disciplinary process or as an organization-wide philosophy for problem-solving, can potentially 
prevent crime by responding to the needs of those involved and preventing the feelings within 
any affected party that there is a need to escalate the conflict. Explanations for this have been 
discussed previously in this section. However, there are at least two additional ways in which 
pre-offence restorative justice can prevent crime. The first is that if enough exposure to 
restorative justice principles and practices is achieved, those who participate in it may learn 
effective conflict resolution skills for future use. This could again prevent conflicts from 
escalating into criminal behavior even without any outside intervention from persons in authority 
roles. This can build a sense of community involvement and responsibility, strengthen the ability 
to empathize with others, and improve moral reasoning (Squires, 2012). The second is that the 
use of restorative justice processes can replace other disciplinary practices that would result in 
the expulsion of offending individuals from their work, school, or recreational setting. Having 
stable involvement in education, work, and recreation, among other activities, is one of the four 
bonds that is believed to secure individuals to pro-social activities and prevent their involvement 
in crime. Reducing the use of expulsion or suspension-based discipline and replacing it with an 
effective alternative that keeps individuals involved should produce better outcomes, both for 
resolving the initial conflicts and preventing future involvement in criminal behaviour. 
 
Is Restorative Justice Congruent with Public Sentiment on Justice? 

 There is relatively little Canadian research on the perceptions of the general public 
toward restorative justice. What little research exists has suggested that Canadians generally lack 
knowledge of the criminal justice system, have only tentative support for restorative justice, 
support restorative justice for youth and minor offences much more than for restorative justice 
generally, and tend to feel that punishment is not harsh enough (Bliss & Crocker, 2008). 
However, low levels of public support of restorative justice and the appearance of a trend toward 
more severe punishments may be more indicative of a lack of information about justice options 
besides incarceration and an associated frustration with the inability for justice policy to 
adequately reflect Canadians’ values about justice. Restorative justice may in fact be congruent 
with the Canadian public’s perspectives on justice, although a lack of proper messaging is 
preventing this connection from being realized. 
 In Canada, recent justice policy changes toward increased use of incarceration in certain 
circumstances were justified primarily through the belief that increased “punitiveness” will result 
in increased confidence in the criminal justice system (Sprott, Webster, & Doob, 2013). 
However, data comparing the use and length of prison sentences in each province with public 
opinion data on the levels of confidence in the system and the belief that sentences are “too 
lenient” reveal no relationship between greater use and length of incarceration and higher 
confidence (Sprott et al., 2013). It is apparent from this type of research that the Canadian public 
is expressing a desire for an element within the justice system that is not actually related to the 
actual use of incarceration.  
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 Similar patterns have been noted in the United States. Research by Braman (2006) 
suggested that policy makers and scholars are actually ignoring the true sentiments of the public, 
misinterpreting a desire for accountability as support for more punitive responses and explaining 
the increase in punitive sentiments through their own ideological lens. He argued that the 
appearance of a so-called “popular punitiveness” is more a reflection of a public that is 
dissatisfied with the idea that offenders are not made to give back to society and that in losing 
their freedom, in terms of their liberty, they are actually afforded freedom from their societal 
obligations. The demand for tougher responses to crime can, from this perspective, be seen as 
outcry from the public to impose accountability on offenders that requires them to fulfill an 
obligation in lieu of the obligation that they previously breached by violating the law and 
harming others. Restorative justice is one response that seeks this type of accountability. 

However, with the emphasis placed on public support for tougher sentences, restorative 
justice is often considered to be in opposition to the retributive justice philosophy that is used to 
rationalize punitive responses. Retribution is the view that an offender should be punished 
relative to the harm caused, though not for its deterrent effect but as an end in itself. From this 
perspective of retribution, the inflicting of punishment on the guilty person helps to restore the 
balance of justice, whether or not the offender accepts the punishment or changes his/her moral 
view (Wenzel, Okimoto, & Cameron, 2012). According to Wilson (1983) though, the historical 
idea behind the term retribution, which was the requirement that the offender fulfill an obligation 
to the victim in the form of some type of compensation, has gradually been re-conceptualized to 
mean either “paying back” the offender through suffering for the harm caused or having the 
offender “pay a debt” to society through incarceration. If Braman’s (2006) understanding of 
public interest in punishment is accurate, it would suggest that the re-conceptualization of 
retribution is less appealing and less satisfying for victims and observers, and that the public is 
actually more interested in seeing responses that require the offender to compensate the victim 
and society for the harm done in a meaningful way. 

At the same time however, recent research has indicated that public acceptance and 
satisfaction with the idea of restorative justice is dependent on the meaning they attach to the 
crime (Wenzel, et al., 2012). If an offence is viewed primarily as violating values shared by the 
community, restorative justice is viewed as much more positively and satisfactory as a response 
on its own. On the other hand, if an offence is viewed primarily as an attempt by the offender to 
impose his/her power and status upon a victim to the other’s detriment, a retributive response is 
preferred, and restorative justice alone is much less satisfactory (Wenzel et al., 2012). This 
suggests that for some offences, likely those that involve an upsetting of the balance of power 
and status, restorative justice processes that require the fulfillment of an obligation may need to 
be combined with a criminal justice response in order to meet the expectations of victims and 
observers. 

Because restorative justice is often placed in opposition to retributive justice, which is 
held as “tough on crime”, restorative justice by default is branded as “soft on crime”. Given the 
theoretical support for restorative justice to reduce recidivism and the emphasis on repairing 
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harm through the fulfillment of obligations, such a view is largely misplaced. In fact, some 
offenders report that restorative justice is indeed more onerous than going through some aspects 
of the criminal justice system (Cameron, 2005; Canadian Resource Centre for Victims of Crime, 
2011). In many ways, restorative justice is very congruent with what is known about public 
sentiment toward justice, and given the evidence that more punitive responses do not improve 
the overall image of the justice system, there is reason to believe that broader and more inclusive 
use of restorative justice may actually have a positive results for confidence in the justice system.  

However, the major concern for restorative justice is a public that is unfamiliar with 
restorative justice and brought up with retributive values that associate the seriousness of an 
offence with the punishment that goes with it. As a result of this common association, the general 
public may view the use of restorative justice, which is currently most commonly done as a pre-
charge diversion, as a sign that an offence is not being considered ‘serious’. The issue may be 
one primarily of perception. Additionally, a theory like Group Threat Theory offers an another 
explanation as to why restorative justice overall may receive low levels of support from 
Canadians, as they see crime as being perpetrated by dangerous "others" who deserve 
punishment rather than as those in need of support to make change. It may also explain why 
restorative justice appears to be taking root more in smaller rural areas that have larger majority 
populations, typically predominantly Caucasian or First Nations. With Canada being so diverse, 
culturally and otherwise, with many claiming an erosion of the “community”, a public that 
cannot identify with the goals and values of restorative justice will not likely support its 
expanded use.  

While the answer to increasing popular support for restorative justice will not likely be 
related to demographics, perhaps more effective dissemination of information about the purpose, 
principles, values, and importantly the crime prevention successes of restorative justice would 
improve public support. It will likely also be important to overcome the misunderstandings of 
restorative justice, such those suggesting it is useful only for low level offending, specific to First 
Nations communities, or appropriate only for youth and children. Through the realization that 
restorative values reflect Canadian values on justice in general, further support may be garnered. 
Additionally, further research using more robust designs is likely needed to test these ideas and 
confirm in which situations the use of restorative justice will be palatable for the public and in 
which it will not (Saulnier, Lutchman, & Sivasubramaniam, 2012).  
 

Best Practices in Restorative Justice 

Overview of Restorative Justice Practices Around the World 

Restorative justice practices have been implemented and studied widely around the world 
for decades. Although there is no consensus on what specifically restorative justice is, the 
programs in place around the world tend to adhere to the main principles and goals discussed 
earlier in this section. Therefore, while the restorative justice practices that have developed in 
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British Columbia are distinct from those in other parts of the world, there may a number of 
important lessons to learn from their experiences, successes, and failures. 

There is a limit to how much theory alone can inform practice, and it is a valuable 
exercise to examine how programs in other jurisdictions address challenges and what elements of 
their programs lead to successful outcomes. Therefore, this subsection begins with a short 
overview of the restorative justice programs and practices that are being used in various parts of 
the world. The remainder of the subsection explores the research that has been published about 
the restorative programs in operation around the world. The main areas of focus include 
determining which processes appear to be effective, at which stages of the criminal justice 
process they are effective, and what makes them effective; assessing whether institutionalization 
provides greater benefits than remaining at the grassroots level; answering questions related to 
the inclusion of youth versus adult offenders in restorative justice, the provision of restorative 
services designed for victims, and the appropriateness of restorative justice for cases of sexual 
and domestic violence; and identifying the most appropriate role for the police in restorative 
justice. While the research at this point does not allow for a definitive conclusion on most of 
these areas of focus, the information available can provide important insights for restorative 
justice in British Columbia and will be valuable for guiding the RCMP in determining the proper 
direction for its Restorative Justice Program in “E” Division. 

   
Canada 
 In Canada, restorative justice has been in practice since the 1970s when a probation 
officer and a judge from Ontario worked together to arrange for two youths to voluntarily 
apologize to their neighbours for mischief, listen to what they had to say, determine restitution, 
and ask for forgiveness (Morrison & Pawlychka, 2012). Numerous programs have since started 
all across the country, mostly following the three paths of Victim-Offender Reconciliation, 
Family Group Conferencing / Community Justice Forum, and Sentencing / Peacemaking Circles 
outlined by Morrison and Pawlychka (2012) and described in the previous section of this report. 
Although sources suggest that British Columbia has the greatest number of different programs, 
there are programs in place in most of the other provinces and some National Programs, such as 
the Restorative Opportunities program offered by the Correctional Service Canada. Some other 
well recognized programs or organizations that offer restorative justice include the Collaborative 
Justice Program in Ottawa, Ontario, the Community Justice Initiatives program in Langley, 
British Columbia, and the Hollow Water First Nation Community Holistic Circle Healing in 
Manitoba. There is a wide array of processes offered by programs in Canada at various stages of 
the criminal justice system, such as Community Conferencing, the RCMP’s Community Justice 
Forums, Circle Sentencing, Victim-Offender Mediation / Reconciliation, Peacemaking Circles, 
Healing Circles, Healing Lodges, Community-Assisted Parole Hearings, and Circles of Support 
and Accountability. Schools in Canada are also beginning to add restorative practices to their 
curricula and their disciplinary processes. There are also programs that make use of surrogate 
victims and surrogate offenders in their processes.  
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 As previously discussed, the YCJA and the Criminal Code of Canada both have sections 
that allow for and encourage the use of restorative justice for criminal acts. The YCJA 
encourages the use of extra judicial measures at the pre-charge stage, which many agree includes 
the use of restorative justice (Morrison & Pawlychka, 2012). The Criminal Code of Canada also 
allows for Crown counsels to use alternative measures, programs designed to allow adult 
offenders to take responsibility for less serious offences and agree to make amends to victims 
rather than proceed to prosecution. Additionally, the sentencing principles in ss.718 (e) and (f) 
and s. 718.2 (e) of the Criminal Code of Canada (1985) can be seen as providing support for 
using restorative justice programs as part of an offender’s sentence. These pieces of legislation 
have allowed for both governmental and system-based programs to emerge and for community-
based grassroots programs to form partnerships with key referral sources in the criminal justice 
system. 
 While legislation has played a large role in enabling restorative justice to exist in Canada, 
the support from governments is varied. For example, funding for the AJS, within which many 
programs make use of restorative processes, is provided through cost-sharing agreements 
between the Federal Government and the provincial governments, and has been quite substantial, 
with the Federal Government committing up to $10 million per year to AJS programs 
(Evaluation Division, Office of Strategic Planning and Performance Management, 2011). 
Tomporowski (2009) reported that, at that time, the Province of Saskatchewan was supporting 
community justice programs, community justice committees, and alternative measures programs, 
with the greatest number of referrals in Canada, as well as ongoing, province-wide training. 
Additionally, the Province of Nova Scotia has been supporting restorative justice through the 
Nova Scotia Restorative Justice Initiative for over a decade, with funding reportedly at 
approximately $1.5 million per year to cover salaries for program staff, training for facilitators, 
travel costs, and program development (Clairmont, 2005). Most other provinces provide funding 
for programs, but the funding is often much less and distributed to a greater number of programs 
or agencies to serve a larger population. Therefore, although government funding and grants are 
major sources of support for restorative justice programs in Canada, in most cases, these 
programs are not integrated or institutionalized into the criminal justice system. 
 There are also non-governmental organizations in Canada that support the growth and 
improvement of restorative justice. Some provinces, such as Alberta, have a provincial 
association for restorative justice. Others, as is the case in British Columbia, have regional 
networks. There is also a Canadian Restorative Justice Consortium to spread information and 
establish a list of Canadian restorative justice programs. Additionally, universities, such as 
Simon Fraser University in British Columbia and Dalhousie University in Nova Scotia, have 
been providing valuable research and support for restorative justice across the country. 
  
The United States of America 
 While the United States of America is much more well known for punitive approaches to 
criminal justice, there is a growing history of the use of restorative justice in many parts of the 
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country. The history of restorative justice in the United States is rooted primarily in the practices 
of grassroots faith-based groups (Pranis, 2004), similar to the first restorative justice processes 
used in Canada. Following Victim-Offender Mediation / Reconciliation, conferencing and circle 
processes, also being explored in Canada, spread to the United States in the 1990s. More 
recently, Circles of Support and Accountability, post-release restorative justice programs to aid 
reintegration have been established, modeled off the programs in Canada. States such as 
Minnesota, Vermont, Colorado, Massachusetts, Texas, and Illinois have received attention for 
the restorative justice programs established there and the legislation or policies they have enacted 
in support. In these states, Victim-Offender Mediation, Family Group Conferences, Sentencing 
Circles, and Peer Judges or Community Panels are the most common. 
 Many states have legislation enabling and programs that use restorative justice for 
criminal justice matters. In addition to the states with more well-known approaches, Alabama, 
Alaska, Arizona, California, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Kansas, 
Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Montana, Nebraska, New Jersey, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, and Washington also have legislation that refers to restorative justice 
processes, their funding, or a balanced and restorative approach to corrections for youth. Pavelka 
(2009) identified the youth justice legislation in United States that is considered balanced, 
restorative, or balanced and restorative, listing 31 states in total, 24 of which are considered 
restorative or balanced and restorative. There are some novel and effective programs, such as the 
restorative circles in the Hawaii correctional system used for incarcerated offenders to aid in 
reintegration (Walker, 2009) and the work done by Roca in Chelsea, Massachusetts, where 
peacekeeping circles are used to build collaborative partnerships to help disenfranchised youth 
and their families to communicate, deal with difficult situations, and find solutions that keep the 
youths safe and successful in the future (Morrison & Pawlychka, 2012). 
 Although there are a number of highly developed and successful programs in the United 
States, and many that have been well integrated into their state’s criminal justice systems, 
restorative justice is still largely thought of as experimental and outside of the mainstream, 
seeming to hold a similar status to what exists in Canada. Given this similar situation, a program 
like Roca, which has been able to develop long standing and effective partnerships with police, 
should be viewed as a potential model for moving community-based restorative justice forward 
in British Columbia. There has also been positive growth in incorporating restorative practices 
into schools in the United States (Schiff, 2013) and even into workplaces (Pranis, 2009). 
Furthermore, there has been a somewhat greater level of robust evaluative research on American 
programs than there has been of Canadian programs (eg. Victim-Offender Mediation meta-
analyses such as Bradshaw, Roseborough, & Umbreit, [2006] and the Indianapolis experiment 
evaluated by McGarrell and Hipple [2007; as cited in Sherman et al., 2014]), which can play an 
important role in integrating restorative justice in the criminal justice systems of jurisdictions 
that are moving toward evidence-based practices. Overall, while restorative justice is far from 
being a fixture of the American criminal justice system, the country provides a number of 
opportunities to learn from best practices. 
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The United Kingdom 
 Restorative justice in England and Wales followed a historical path that is quite similar to 
what exists in the United States and Canada, though may now arguably have greater use and 
integration of restorative processes into the criminal justice system and other systems. After 
Victim-Offender Reconciliation was first attempted in Canada in the 1970s, the practice of 
Victim-Offender Mediation spread to the United Kingdom and was piloted there in the 1980s, 
showing initial positive results but eventually losing government funding (Davey, 2005). In the 
1990s, Family Group Conferencing modelled off the programs in place in New Zealand, were 
introduced to the United Kingdom and used to address family and child welfare issues, while 
simultaneously, police leaders from the Thames Valley Police adopted a conferencing process 
influenced by the work police were doing in Australia; the same process that was adopted by the 
RCMP in Canada. The work being done then led other police and the government of the United 
Kingdom to take notice and to strengthen the role of restorative justice in the criminal justice 
system through enabling legislation for the use of diversionary restorative processes with youth 
offenders and projects for adults going through the courts and correctional system (Davey, 
2005). There is also a national non-profit Restorative Justice Council, which provides quality 
assurance and advocacy for restorative justice, and a Restorative Justice Steering Group, which 
provided input in the development of the government’s Restorative Justice Action Plan (UK 
Ministry of Justice, 2012). 

Although discussed to a lesser degree in the research, Scotland and Ireland have also 
embraced restorative justice. In Scotland, restorative justice services are provided by the Scottish 
Association for the Care and Rehabilitation of Offenders (SACRO, 2009; Davey, 2005). This 
organization provides a variety of restorative justice processes including conferencing, 
mediation, and circles, as well as restorative processes that do not involve communication 
between offenders and victims (SACRO, 2009). The Republic of Ireland has legislation to enable 
the use of restorative justice for youth who admit responsibility and voluntarily participate 
(Leonard & Kenny, 2011). In Ireland it is the National Police Force or Probation Services that 
provide restorative justice for youth offenders (European Best Practices of Restorative Justice in 
the Criminal Procedure, 2010). The police can proceed through a formal caution in which the 
victim may be present for a discussion where the juvenile may be invited to apologize to the 
victim and repair the harm financially or otherwise, or a restorative conference with the family 
and relative agencies may occur for the purpose of developing a plan for the child. Where the 
courts deem it appropriate, a juvenile who is not diverted from the court system in the first 
instance, may participate in a Family Conference convened by Probation Services. 

In the United Kingdom, the use of restorative justice for youth was outlined in the Crime 
and Disorder Act, in which each local authority established Youth Offending Teams. Restorative 
justice with youth generally takes place based on their prior involvement in offending or the 
seriousness of the offence. Members of the teams have tools to assess the needs of youth who 
become involved in offending and then identify suitable programs that can be used to prevent 
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future offending. First-time offenders may receive a Reprimand or Restorative Cautioning, 
which could involve a restorative practice that occurs at the street level between trained police, 
victims, and offenders (Davey, 2005; Paterson & Clamp, 2012). More serious offending or 
subsequent offences once a youth has already received two warnings may go through court 
where a Referral Order to a Youth Offending Panel can occur. These panels are made up 
members of the Youth Offending Team and members of the community, who meet with the 
offender to create an action plan to prevent future offending, which, if completed, take the place 
of the sentence (European Best Practices of Restorative Justice in the Criminal Procedure, 2010). 
Youth offenders may also participate in restorative conferences. 

There is also the option for street level restorative policing for adults (Paterson & Clamp, 
2012), but restorative justice for these offenders generally occurs in addition to criminal justice 
sanctions. Three well-researched restorative justice schemes in the United Kingdom include the 
Justice Research Consortium, using conferencing at the pre and post sentencing stages, the 
REMEDI program, using Victim-Offender Mediation at the post sentencing stage, and the 
CONNECT program using both Victim-Offender Mediation and conferencing at the pre-
sentencing stage (Shapland, 2009). Evaluative research has demonstrated positive results 
(Shapland, 2009; Sherman et al., 2014), which has encouraged the government to take greater 
efforts to embed restorative justice within the criminal justice system (UK Ministry of Justice, 
2012).  

The United Kingdom has made great steps in improving the integration of restorative 
justice into its criminal justice system in a flexible and credible way. In its Restorative Justice 
Action Plan, the government of the United Kingdom committed to making restorative justice 
more accessible within the criminal justice system and within the community and to ensure the 
quality of restorative justice programs to protect victims. The Restorative Justice Council has 
also developed a government backed Restorative Service Quality Service Mark to indicate that 
accredited programs meet minimum standards of quality practice. Similarly, there are standards 
for practitioners and trainers. Additionally, restorative practices are being used and encouraged 
in schools, children’s services, workplaces, hospitals, and communities (Restorative Justice 
Council, 2014). A similar commitment to enabling accessibility to restorative justice programs 
that meet minimum standards is practice that could improve the state of restorative justice in 
British Columbia. 
 
Australia and New Zealand 
 New Zealand and Australia have played a major role in the spread of restorative justice, 
particularly conferencing processes. In trying to develop a justice process to work better for 
Maori youth, Family Group Conferencing for young offenders was introduced into New 
Zealand’s criminal justice system through the Children, Young Persons, and Their Families Act 
in 1989. Australia also had a history of experimenting with diverting youth offenders away from 
the criminal justice system, and after observing what occurred in New Zealand, police from New 
South Wales, Australia adapted the conferencing practice to be police-facilitated, which became 
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the Wagga Wagga model, named after the place it was established. These models were then 
adopted and adapted by other jurisdictions in Australia, of which each has legislation for 
diversion and restorative conferencing, and internationally as previously described. Over the 
1990s, restorative justice was recognized and given greater legitimacy for use with adults in New 
Zealand through additional legislative changes. Several Australian states have also adopted 
restorative justice for use with adults. More recently, Australia adopted Sentencing Circles to try 
to achieve better justice outcomes for Aboriginal communities (NSW Aboriginal Programs Unit, 
2009), as well as Victim- Offender Mediation (Joudo Larsen, 2014). Currently, restorative justice 
in Australia and in New Zealand can occur at any stages, although pre-charge conferencing for 
youth is the most common process in both countries. 
 Restorative justice appears to be well integrated into the criminal justice systems of New 
Zealand and Australia, which can provide important lessons for British Columbia. According to 
Joudo Larsen (2014) the experience in Australia has demonstrated that restorative justice 
practices can co-exist alongside the formal criminal justice system and is an important 
supplement to it. Many programs that started out as pilot projects in Australia have successfully 
expanded to serve a greater number and diversity of cases. Nationally, Australia has also 
established a set of national guidelines for restorative justice. Similarly, in New Zealand, the 
expansion of restorative justice from exclusively for youth to later include adult offenders can be 
attributed to government support and effective legislation. 
 In addition to guidance and legislation, funding for restorative justice also demonstrates a 
commitment to its use as supplement to the traditional justice system. The country of New 
Zealand has a population of a similar size to that of British Columbia, and its government 
funding framework (New Zealand Ministry of Justice, 2011) indicated spending of over $3 
million NZD per year by 2014, with funding to restorative justice service providing programs at 
approximately $1,400 NZD per conference at the court level in which a victim participates, $900 
NZD per court referred conference without a victim, and $700 NZD per diversionary panel or 
conference. This prescribed and standardized funding framework not only provided stability for 
the service providers but also recognized that programs should not be funded differently based 
on the processes used, but that more complex cases and those with victim participation can have 
greater outcomes and require additional funding (New Zealand Ministry of Justice, 2011). 
Building credibility, stability, and integration into the criminal justice system through legislation, 
funding, and government support have been best practices established in New Zealand and 
Australia from which British Columbia can learn.  
 
Europe 

The degree and sophistication of restorative justice practices varies throughout Europe. 
Some countries have institutionalized restorative justice while others are just beginning to dabble 
in it. Each country’s adoption of restorative justice has been implemented differently and for 
different purposes. Gavrielides (2007) identified a three-part typology for systems of restorative 
justice in Europe, including dependent, in which restorative justice is integrated as a distinct 
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alternative path through the criminal justice system; relatively dependent, in which restorative 
justice operates as a supplement to the criminal justice system and when a process is successfully 
completed, it may be considered as a mitigating factor in the criminal justice process; and 
independent, in which restorative justice occurs completely outside of the criminal justice system 
and has no relevance to the outcome of the criminal justice process. Victim-Offender Mediation 
is the predominant practice with conferences and circles also occurring. 

European countries have adopted restorative justice for a variety of reasons, but often as a 
response to dissatisfaction with the justice system and/or the interest in making use of diversion. 
Fellegi (2010) suggested that the modern history of restorative justice in Europe started 
following the work of Nils Christie (1977), a Norwegian criminologist who explained that states 
had been stealing conflict from communities, and that the way to address the dissatisfaction 
among victims and the stigmatization of offenders was to return the responsibility for resolving 
conflicts back to victims, offenders, and communities. Restorative justice has also been 
implemented in some countries as part of reforms for youth justice, to incorporate greater social 
support, improve rehabilitation, and enhance sanctioning options.  

In Austria, diversion is the major component of their restorative justice practices. They 
consider Victim-Offender Mediation as a best practice (Bruckmuller & Kross, 2010), and all 
cases are referred to a private national non-profit organization, Neustart. Probation services, 
community service, after-care, and crime prevention programs are also managed by this 
organization. Referrals of both juveniles and adults are made pre-trial by prosecutors or judges. 
The success of restorative justice in Austria has been credited to having specially trained 
mediators, using differentiated procedures to deal with different types of cases, and ensuring 
effective cooperation between the mediating organization, the authorities, and victim support 
organizations (Bruckmuller & Kross, 2010). However, skepticism has continued to be reported 
on the part of police regarding restorative justice. 

In Poland, there is much support for mediation in the case of juvenile justice, but a 
greater level of concern on the part of judges, prosecutors, and police when it comes to adults 
(Juszkiewicz, 2010). Born from an initial goal to ease financial and case load pressures on the 
Polish criminal justice system, the use of mediation has changed from a diversion option to one 
available at every stage of the criminal procedure through referrals from prosecutors, police 
officers, and the courts. The mediations, primarily using Victim-Offender Mediation, for both 
juveniles and adults are conducted by the Polish Centre for Mediation, employing 500 mediators 
throughout the country. The organization is responsible for conducting mediation proceedings, 
promoting mediation, publishing a quarterly magazine and other materials, and organizing 
training programs. The importance of proper training and having the appropriate people in the 
positions of mediators is stressed in Poland (Juszkiewicz, 2010). 

In the Czech Republic restorative justice processes are enabled under the Youth Justice 
Act, which aims to include some restorative principles into the responses to youth offending 
(Matouskova, 2010). The Probation and Mediation Service of the Czech Republic (PMS) 
performs the restorative work through probation officers specially trained to work with youth. 
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Victim-Offender Mediation may be offered by the PMS pre-trial or during court proceedings. 
After being notified by the police of a youth offender, the probation officer contacts the parties 
involved and offers Victim-Offender Mediation. If this offer is refused or cannot be utilized, 
settlement of harms remains the goal that the PMS strives to achieve with the activities outlined 
in pre-sentence reports or measures imposed by the courts. Multidisciplinary Teams have been 
developed, consisting of probation officers, judges, prosecutors, police, social workers, 
government officials, crime prevention coordinators, and other service providers who organize 
case conferences, monitor current practice, and negotiate conditions of cooperation around 
individual youth cases. 

In Sweden, it is compulsory by law to offer of Victim-Offender Mediation to parties 
when the offender is under the age of 21. Mediators are both social workers and lay persons. The 
offender, victim, police, prosecutor, or social authority may initiate a mediation process. The 
responsibility for providing Victim-Offender Mediation falls to municipalities, which has been a 
challenge for many jurisdictions with small populations, as resources to provide the services are 
scarce. The introduction of this restorative process to Sweden is relatively recent, and while 
institutionalized into the justice system through law, has a number of outstanding questions to 
explore (Jacobsson & Wahlin, 2010).  

In Hungary, obligation under European Union law to promote mediation in criminal 
cases was a significant factor in the development of its mediation practices. Restorative justice is 
institutionalized in that mediation is the responsibility of the probation services and the 
mediators are either probation officers or attorneys, who must complete extensive training on the 
theory of mediation and restorative justice as well as a practical component. Victim-Offender 
Mediation is an option in both juvenile and adult criminal cases provided certain rules are met. 
Restorative justice does not occur at the pre-charge stage, as a criminal procedure must have 
actually started before a case can be referred to mediation. At the prosecution stage, diversion to 
mediation may be initiated by the prosecutor, the victim or the offender, and approximately 80% 
of mediation referrals occur at this stage (Torzs, 2010). A judge may order mediation if one of 
the parties requests it at a later stage. Conferencing projects were started in Hungarian prison and 
probation settings, with the goal of preventing re-offending and assisting in the management of 
their reintegration. It was found to be most effective on the group that was soon to be released 
from prison and for those who still had supportive family members. The projects do not classify 
as restorative by all definitions, as they do not involve the direct victims of the crime but offer a 
chance for convicts to show remorse and to make amends to the local community that was 
indirectly affected (Gyokos, 2010). Although each project is different, vocational training and 
skills improvement are a part of every project in some form and involve partners, such as local 
governments, education and training institutions, and other community organizations, with the 
key element that the activity will benefit the community. 

In Belgium, although mediation and conferencing may occur at different points during a 
prosecution and at the pre-charge stage in a few select cities, the country had a unique system for 
its use in prions (Van Droogenbroeck, 2010). In 2000, Belgian prisons introduced restorative 
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justice advisors in each and every prison working at the policy level. Information and education 
sessions regarding restorative justice were completed as it was a crucial first step to get buy in 
and participation from prison staff and inmates, but the advisor was not responsible for the 
maintenance or implementation of restorative processes. Various restorative activities followed. 
As it stands currently, restorative justice advisors no longer exist, but each prison must have one 
person responsible for implementing restorative justice, among many other duties (Marien, 
2010). 

In Germany, there is legislation that strengthens the influence victims can have on a 
criminal process, and enables Victim-Offender Mediation to be used at various stages of an 
investigation and prosecution, and for prosecutors and judges to drop charges in cases where it is 
used. In fact, German courts, prosecutors, and police must consider and suggest its use to victims 
and offenders in every appropriate case at an appropriate stage or it will be grounds for appeal 
(Hartmann, 2010a). These processes are not used for crimes that do not involve a direct victim 
(Hartmann, 2010a). The processes are typically provided by organizations through social 
workers or trained volunteers. As of 2010, there were no regulations for the organizations 
offering Victim-Offender Mediation, and local communities had the authority to establish 
organizations to suit their needs, although private organizations had developed guidelines 
(Hartmann, 2010b). The use of conferencing in the country is expanding, but circle processes 
have not been established.  

In Italy, restorative justice is less well integrated. Victim-Offender Mediation is the 
primary practice of restorative justice for juveniles. Referral to mediation may take place pre-
trial, during proceedings, or while the offender is on probation, and is based on the youth’s 
personality. The country is still attempting to apply guidelines and systematize their model. 
Without laws or a regulatory framework in place for mediation or restorative practices, the 
number of cases referred to mediation is not significant and the quality of the mediation services 
is inconsistent (Mastropasqua, 2010). 
 The variety of approaches in Europe, though generally relying on the same restorative 
process, namely Victim-Offender Mediation, provide examples from which British Columbia 
can take away a number of lessons. The use of legislation in some countries could be explored as 
models, as could the ways these countries make use of restorative practices at different stages of 
the criminal justice process. In some countries, criminal justice system personnel take on the 
responsibility for providing restorative justice, while in others, private organizations and citizens 
are the primary service providers. Finding the correct balance of involvement for criminal justice 
agents, professionals, and volunteers, is another area in which lessons can be learned. 

Approaches and Stages 

Restorative Justice at the Stages of the Criminal Justice System 
Restorative Justice has been implemented in various forms throughout the world both 

within and outside the criminal justice system. Within the criminal justice context, restorative 
justice occurs after an offence in order to repair harm to the individuals and their relationships as 
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well as social harms caused by the offence. Within the criminal justice system, there are various 
stages where restorative justice practices may be and are being utilized. These include: pre-
charge (via police referral/discretion), post-charge (via the prosecution), pre-trial or sentencing 
(via the courts), post-sentence and pre-release (via corrections), and post-release or pre-
revocation (via parole or a community agency) (UNODC, 2006; New Zealand, Ministry of 
Justice, 2010). These stages were briefly presented in the introduction section to this report. 

The stage at which restorative justice may occur depends greatly on the discretion 
afforded to various system actors, the legal framework of the system, the existence of programs 
and the philosophies to which they adhere, the needs and readiness of the victims and offenders, 
and the particular challenges facing the criminal justice system. For example, if discretion exists 
and is actively used by police officers, pre-charge programs will be possible. If the police lack 
that degree of discretion, programs may be more likely to be established to work with the courts 
where the discretion may be higher. If legislation prohibits diversion or mandates incarceration 
for some offences, options for programs that address those offences at stages prior to post-
sentencing will be limited. If restorative justice programs arise as an alternative to the punitive 
and retributive approach used by the criminal justice system, they will likely position themselves 
to accept pre-charge referrals. If there is a need for healing those who have been harmed by or 
committed serious offences, there may be a need for programs to operate a stage that can 
incorporate greater levels of security, include punishment, or enable rehabilitation to occur first. 
Additionally, if the criminal justice system looks to restorative justice as a means to address 
court backlogs, they may emphasize pre-charge or post-charge diversion, while systems that seek 
to address issues such as fairness in sentencing, may develop programs at the sentencing stage. 

Outside of the justice system, restorative practices can be viewed more as crime 
prevention, ideally occurring before a conflict results in harms that fall under the purview of the 
criminal law. This may be considered a “pre-offence” stage in the criminal justice process. These 
programs have been successfully practiced in the contexts of resolving family conflicts, 
neighbourhood and school conflicts, employment disputes, welfare issues, community conflicts, 
and responding to politically inspired violence (European Best Practices of Restorative Justice in 
the Criminal Procedure, 2010).  

 
Overview of the Main Approaches to Restorative Justice 

While the points at which restorative justice may be initiated have great variance, so too 
are the ways restorative justice is practiced. Some of the main categories of programs include: 
victim offender mediation, community and family group conferencing, sentencing circles, 
peacemaking circles and preparative probation and community boards and panels (UNODC, 
2006). Many of these approaches are in use in British Columbia and have been discussed in that 
context in the previous section.  

In an international context the three most common processes are Victim Offender 
Mediation, Conferencing, and Circle Sentencing. Victim Offender Mediation is one of the oldest 
forms of restorative justice and is the most frequently used restorative justice method in Europe 
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(Fellegi, 2010). Victim Offender Mediation is usually used for less serious offences and is a 
program operated by a government agency or not-for profit group (UNODC, 2006). This process 
can occur at any stage of the criminal justice process. A trained facilitator will mediate dialogue 
between the victim and the offender which may be direct (face to face) or indirect (facilitator 
meets with the participants separately) with the goal of addressing both parties’ needs, arriving at 
an agreement, and resolving the conflict. To better achieve results, the UNODC (2006) handbook 
suggested the mediation should be preceded by advance meetings between the facilitator and 
both parties, involve face-to-face meetings, allow for the participants to express their feelings 
directly to each other, and ideally result in the development of a new understanding of the 
situation.  
 Conferencing is another common process that, in its modern iteration, started in New 
Zealand in the late 1980s. It can be a criminal justice process, as is the case in New Zealand and 
Australia, or a primarily community, alternative measures process, as is common in British 
Columbia. Conferencing is a broader and more involved process than mediation. It still involves 
a facilitator or a convener who brings the conference participants together and guides them 
through the process. There are more participants, who can include the family and friends of both 
the victim and the offender and other members of the community who have a vested interest in 
the offence or its harm. The objective is to express the impact of the crime on those affected, 
identify an appropriate resolution for the parties involved, and explore ways that the offending 
behaviour can be prevented. In cases, such as in New Zealand and Australia, where conferencing 
has been integrated into the criminal justice system, the conferences may explore the need for 
supervision. For those programs that are integrated into the criminal justice system, the 
monitoring of agreements is taken on by the criminal justice agency, whereas in community 
programs, the program that conducted the process is responsible for monitoring the progress. 
Because the conference involves many participants, and those participants are often in a strong 
position to support the offender, this process has great potential to ensure the offender complies 
with the agreement and makes behavioural changes (UNODC, 2006).  

The circle model is most commonly implemented as Circle Sentencing, a process 
developed in Canada’s northern aboriginal communities to provide a more inclusive and 
effective means to administer justice in these communities. The process involves the typical 
criminal justice system players, such as the judge, prosecutor, defence counsel, and the police, 
along with the offender and the victim. To the group, families of the offender and victim, as well 
as other community residents, are added. The entire group forms a circle and each person has an 
equal role in providing their perspective on the offence, its impact on the victim and the 
community, and the way to best rehabilitate, punish, and/or reintegrate the offender. The process 
is generally only used for offenders who plead guilty to the offence, and the agreement, though 
not binding, is provided to the judge for consideration in the sentence. Retired Judge and pioneer 
for the use of Sentencing Circles in Canada, Barry Stuart (1996) described the process and 
explained how community members can contribute to rehabilitating and reintegrating the 
offender despite lacking final authority over the sentence. The sentence itself is considered 
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secondary to the process of healing that occurs through the circle. According to Fellegi (2010), 
“[t]he circle model reflects democratic principles the most, and it is used to solve the issues of 
larger communities where the main objective is to ensure that the affected community is 
represented by the largest possible number of representatives” (p. 50).  

Other processes are sometimes considered restorative justice, but are either less common 
or not always restorative. These might include, community boards or panels; community 
councils; community work sentences; victim support programs; school conflict mediation 
programs; youth diversion programs; and traditional indigenous justice practices. These practices 
may stand alone as restorative programs or be elements added to other restorative processes 
within programs. 
 
Variations in Processes and Programs 

The UNODC (2006) handbook presents a categorization of “Families of Restorative 
Processes” (p. 67). This categorization provides a way to understand the main functional 
dynamics of processes. They are discussed in detail below.  
 
Indirect dialogue: 
There are typically two participants and a mediator. The victim and offender interact indirectly 
through the mediator through shuttle diplomacy, letters, videos, or some other means. The 
process is more settlement driven than process driven. Examples include some Victim Offender 
Mediation programs in Europe; programs that assist victim and offender dialogue in crimes of 
severe violence; and situations of severe power imbalances where in-person dialogue is not 
possible. 
 
Facilitated dialogue between victims and offenders: 
There are typically two participants and a mediator who facilitates a dialogue between the victim 
and offender. This involves direct face-to-face communication between the two parties. The 
facilitator creates a safe environment, prepares the parties, and writes up the agreement. 
Traditional Victim Offender Mediation is an example of this dynamic. 
 
Facilitated dialogue between victims, offenders, supporters, and government officials: 
The dialogue expands to include supporters of the victim and the offender. It may also include 
government officials and others who have a role to play. The facilitator encourages an inclusive 
dialogue between the participants. The discussion tends to expand beyond a specific incident to 
include other underlying issues. Conferencing makes use of this dynamic. 
 
Facilitated dialogue between victims, offenders, supporters, government, officials and 
community members: 
The dialogue expands to include community members. The facilitator provides all participants 
the opportunity to contribute. The process will often allow each participant to contribute in order 
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by seating. The discussion tends to expand beyond the specific incident and underlying victim 
and/or offender issues to include community issues as well. Examples include sentencing circles 
and some peacemaking circles. 
 
Directed dialogue between victims, offenders, and other parties: 
Rather than allowing for natural dialogue and turn taking, the role of the facilitator changes from 
facilitation to more directive and settlement oriented. The facilitator directs each participant to 
contribute in any size group, either as a substitute for the methods described above or as one of 
several methods used in a particular process. Examples could include Victim Offender Mediation 
or conferencing if done in a civil mediation style, or some sentencing or peacemaking circles. 
 
Arbitrated dialogue between victims, offenders and other parties: 
The facilitator takes on the role of arbiter, organizing conversation among the parties present. In 
the end the facilitator makes the decision about the outcome. Examples may include reparative 
boards and some tradition or customary practices of aboriginal groups. 
 

Additionally, although there are common processes used around the world, having 
similar names and function dynamics does not necessarily mean that the programs that adopt 
them would implement them in the same way in practice. There are many ways in which 
restorative programs differ, even though they follow roughly the same functional processes, 
include the same participants in their processes, and use the same or similar name for their 
processes. According to the UNODC (2006), programs can vary based on their level of 
integration into the criminal justice system; the formality of their processes; their position on the 
use of punishment in restorative justice; the use of arbitration; the involvement of legal counsels; 
the role of criminal justice professionals; the level of involvement of the community; the 
inclusion of victim assistance; the influence of government funding; the focus on offender 
rehabilitation; and the centrality of reparation for the victim. For most of these variable, there is a 
sliding spectrum from none or very little to full or very high. The ways programs position 
themselves along these spectrums will influence not only the outcomes of their processes, but 
will likely influence their relationships with other restorative justice programs and those within 
the criminal justice system and the government. The variation on these factors has also been 
found to be important in British Columbia based on the finding from the previous section.  
 
Which Processes Work? 
 As was discussed in the introduction section to this report, restorative justice has been 
demonstrated to be promising in a number of ways. These include reducing reoffending, 
improving victim satisfaction, and increasing the likelihood of compliance and reparation. In 
some cases they may even be more cost-effective (Sherman et al., 2014). Although promising, 
whether or not restorative justice consistently achieves outcomes superior to traditional criminal 
justice system approaches remains inconclusive (Joudo Larsen, 2014). 
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 Drawing firm conclusions about restorative justice in general is difficult due to the fact 
that, as was just discussed, restorative justice exists in a wide array of forms and occurs at a 
number of stages, both in isolation from and in concert with other criminal justice interventions. 
In addition to the difficulty drawing conclusions based on so many widely variant approaches, 
the level of evaluative evidence necessary to determine which processes, at which stages, and 
under which conditions restorative justice works is lacking and greatly needed (UNODC, 2006). 
Although any certainty about the effectiveness of individual processes is lacking, recent research 
supports some broad statements about the effectiveness of restorative justice approaches and 
stages. In general, there is little evidence to suggest that the process used by a program is 
associated to its effectiveness (Latimer et al, 2005), but there does appear to be greater research 
support for programs that take place at stages after sentencing rather than before (Joudo Larsen, 
2014).  

When it comes to Victim Offender Mediation, although it is perhaps the oldest and most 
common restorative process, the level of evaluative research has not been such to allow for 
strong conclusions. A meta-analysis, though including studies with varying levels of 
methodological robustness, concluded that the process reduced reoffending by as much as 30% 
(Nugent, Williams, & Umbreit, 2004). Later several studies were added to the meta-analysis and 
came to a similar outcome, with reoffending being reduced by 34% (Bradshaw et al., 2006). 
Both studies only included youth participants. Villanueva, Jara, & Garcia-Gomis (2014) 
summarized the state of literature on Victim-Offender Mediation, suggesting that this process 
can reduce recidivism for young people as well as improve the satisfaction of victims and 
participants, and that these effects have been found in the United States, Canada, and the United 
Kingdom. However, their research also suggested that the effects may be limited to a short-term 
follow up period, and success is may be moderated by the level of risk (Villanueva et al, 2014).  

 Conferencing has received the greatest amount and most robust research attention, often 
being the subject of randomized control trials. In their meta-analysis, after considering over 500 
studies, Sherman et al. (2014) included 10 methodologically rigorous studies and found a 
moderate level of reduction in recidivism that was cost effective. These studies all compared 
conferencing, either as a substitute for or supplement to the traditional criminal justice approach, 
to the traditional approach without conferencing from programs in Australia, the United States, 
and the United Kingdom. 

Circle sentencing has received only limited evaluative research attention, and the results 
are not as promising as with Victim-Offender Mediation or conferencing. An evaluation of circle 
sentencing in the state of New South Wales in Australia found that seven of the eight goals of the 
process were achieved, including building Aboriginal community involvement, providing 
support to victims, empowering Aboriginal communities in the sentencing process, increasing 
the confidence of Aboriginal communities in sentencing, reducing barriers between Aboriginal 
communities and the court, providing appropriate sentencing options for Aboriginal offenders, 
and providing effective support for Aboriginal offenders while completing sentences (NSW 
Aboriginal Programs Unit, 2009). However, the evaluation did not find that circle sentencing 
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reduced re-offending. Research on sentencing circles from Canada (Spiteri, 2001) has found they 
have potential for reducing recidivism and do advance the concepts of Aboriginal justice, but 
that some of the potential for truly healing the issues within aboriginal communities is limited by 
their position within the criminal justice system, particularly the fact that the position of the 
judge still ultimately holds the decision-making authority.  

 
At Which Stages does Restorative Justice Work? 

For the stages at which restorative justice has been demonstrated to work best, research 
has suggested that it is most effective when used in conjunction with the criminal justice system 
generally at the post-conviction stage (Joudo Larsen, 2014; Sherman et al., 2014). Given what is 
known from theory, this may be explained by the fact that the mechanisms for producing benefit 
from restorative justice are more likely to be prominent when responding to cases of serious 
harm, and these offences come to restorative justice after or simultaneous to going through the 
criminal justice system. Similarly, research, although very limited, has demonstrated somewhat 
better results for adults than for youth (Sherman et al., 2014), and given the lower acceptance of 
diversion for adults (Shapland, 2009), this may contribute to explaining why restorative justice at 
later stages has stronger evidence. Restorative justice at later stages may also have more concern 
for procedural justice and for rehabilitation planning than do programs at earlier stages, which in 
addition to working better for adult offenders (Shapland, 2009), may also adhere more strongly 
to theoretical mechanisms for reducing reoffending discussed earlier in this section. Finally, as 
Villanueva et al. (2014) found, an offender’s risk level plays an important role in the success of 
restorative processes. At early stages, restorative justice can offer little crime reduction benefit to 
those at a low risk to reoffend, and likely provides too little to meet the needs of those at a high 
risk to reoffend. 

This should not be viewed as indicating that pre-charge and other early stage restorative 
justice processes cannot be successful. In fact, restorative justice at the pre-charge or other 
diversion stages for youth offenders is by far more common than other approaches, and the 
research evidence has suggested that these programs can and do produce benefits (Bradshaw & 
Roseborough, 2005; Latimer et al., 2005). However, because evaluations of diversion programs 
often suffer from selection biases, there is a lack of evidence to support the main theoretical 
claim of diversion programs: that they protect against the stigmatizing effects of going through 
the traditional criminal justice system and therefore prevent low risk youth offenders from 
becoming worse (McGrath, 2008). Fortunately, research has found that net-widening does not 
appear to occur commonly in practice (Prichard, 2010), which suggests that what benefits are 
achieved probably outweigh the costs. At the same time though, while the promotion of 
diversion can prevent some offenders from going through the criminal justice system, it can also 
create a stark division between what happens to those offenders who are diverted and those who 
are not, which may have been the case in Australia (Prichard, 2010), where youth incarceration 
actually increased following legislated diversion, and in Canada (Corrado, Kuehn, & 
Margaritescu, 2013) where the YCJA reduced youth incarceration overall, but increased the 
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overrepresentation of First Nations youth in prisons. Rather than opposing the use of 
diversionary restorative justice, these findings support moving away from viewing restorative 
justice as diversion only for low risk youth offenders who commit less serious offences. 

The findings also emphasize the need to have more programs that take advantage of the 
rehabilitative potential of restorative justice at later stages of the criminal justice process, given 
findings that it may be best suited for adult, prolific offenders who have a history of causing 
substantial harm to communities (Joudo Larsen, 2014; Sherman et al., 2014). Shapland et al. 
(2006) argued that the key element to success for restorative justice is having the interactions 
between participants in a safe environment. If this is not possible through diversion, it should be 
possible at a later stage within the criminal justice system. Particularly since the findings from 
the work of Shapland et al. (2006) indicated that implementing restorative justice within the 
criminal justice system result in the process adopting many constructive justice values (ie. 
procedural justice, rehabilitation, apology, symbolic reparation, and increasing social capital) 
while avoiding the adoption of the strict legal values of measured retributive punishment. 
Therefore, although taking away the emphasis on the community, integrating restorative justice 
into the criminal justice system can effectively improve outcomes for those who would currently 
be excluded from restorative justice otherwise. 

It should also be noted that as modern correctional systems continue to develop 
rehabilitation programs based in evidence of what works, such as aligning interventions with the 
specific risks, needs, and abilities of offenders, the gap that is left, even when these programs 
produce change in offenders, is in transitioning offenders from the criminal justice system back 
into the community (Griffiths, Dandurand, & Murdoch, 2007). Restorative justice could play an 
important role in the reintegration process by bringing in families and support for released 
offenders and making them aware of the challenges that exist (European Best Practices of 
Restorative Justice in the Criminal Procedure, 2010). Circles of Support and Accountability, 
which are restorative justice programs that aid in the reintegration process, can and have been 
shown to improve reintegrative outcomes, even for serious sexual offenders (Duwe, 2012; 
Wilson, Cortoni, & McWhinnie, 2009). Such programs, though intensive and time consuming 
for volunteers, align with evidence-based correctional principles as well as theories of 
criminality, and have been recommended for use with a wider offender population (Duwe, 2012; 
Wilson et al., 2009). 

Finally, while it is difficult to evaluate the influence that preventive restorative practices 
have, there is some evidence to indicate that these types of programs should become more 
prevalent. Roche (2006) argued that restorative justice not only has widespread applicability 
outside of justice, but that it encompasses many practices that have historically been used in 
child welfare, education, the corporate world, civil litigation, and international disputes. 
Currently, restorative justice is being implemented in school settings internationally (van Ness, 
2005). In schools, restorative justice has been shown to keep children and youth in school by 
replacing suspensions and expulsions that come from zero-tolerance policies (Schiff, 2013). 
Police trained in the principles and philosophies of restorative justice have used restorative 
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practices preventively to address community disputes, internal conflicts, and even complaints 
against police officers (Pollard, 2002). Although quite underdeveloped in workplaces, some 
commentators have suggested that restorative practices could be effectively introduced into 
employee training to address workplace issues such as bullying (Hutchinson, 2009). While less 
developed and less studied than restorative justice at stages of the criminal justice system, 
preventive restorative practices are expanding and could prove to have a great potential for 
preventing crime and other harms before they ever become problems for the criminal justice 
system. 

Institutionalization of Restorative Justice into the Criminal Justice System 

Broughton (2012) defines institutionalization as “the process of a non-institutional entity 
becoming part of an institutional system” (p. 34). His definition, when applied to restorative 
justice, is the process in which restorative justice becomes integrated into the existing criminal 
justice system. Applying this definition to restorative justice begins with the assumption that the 
existing criminal justice system in the jurisdiction does not already include the principles of 
restorative justice in a meaningful way and that restorative justice exists as a separate and 
alternative practice outside of the criminal justice system. Given that in many jurisdictions, 
restorative justice principles were developed and adopted into programs outside of the formal 
processes of the criminal justice system and have gradually been adopted at various stages into 
the criminal justice system processes, this definition seems to apply well. However, it must also 
be recognized, that although much of the work has been done by social movements outside of the 
criminal justice system, the histories of restorative justice in many jurisdictions also involve 
important roles being played by agents of the criminal justice system, including police officers, 
who implemented restorative processes into their work as alternative paths to the criminal justice 
process. Perhaps institutionalization of restorative justice should be viewed as the process of 
making these practices and principles a central part of the official criminal justice approach 
rather than being marginalized and only occurring in select cases.  

The status of restorative justice in a jurisdiction and the programs within it fall 
somewhere on a continuum from those that have been fully integrated into the criminal justice 
system to those that remain completely separate and function within the community. This 
spectrum is similar to the typology of dependent, relatively dependent, and independent 
programs described by Gavrielides (2007). According to Broughton (2012), the place along the 
spectrum is determined based on how several key areas are put into practice, including the 
professionalization of facilitators; the source of funding; the level of integration of the law in the 
process; the possibility of imprisonment; the ultimate goal of the use of restorative justice; and 
the source of referrals. Institutionalized systems or programs make use of professional 
facilitators or mediators, whereas their non-institutionalized counterparts make use of trained 
volunteers. Institutionalization relies on government funding rather than private funding. The 
rule of law and the legal process is woven into the restorative process in some way in an 
institutional system, such as having a legal process prescribing how restorative justice can be 
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activated at various stages in the criminal justice process. A non-institutionalized program 
operates outside of the legal processes of the criminal justice system and has no relevance to the 
criminal justice process. Imprisonment is a possible outcome when restorative justice is 
integrated into the criminal justice system, such as with Sentencing Circles, whereas there is no 
means to use imprisonment or other punitive state sanctions when restorative justice is 
completely distinct from the criminal justice system. The main goal for institutionalized 
restorative justice is to hold the offender accountable for his or her actions and prevent future 
offending, while other restorative justice principles and the repairing of harm are paramount 
when restorative justice occurs outside of the criminal justice system. Finally, institutionalized 
restorative justice sees its referrals primarily from the criminal justice system, as opposed to the 
private referrals from the community that would predominate when restorative justice is not 
institutionalized. 

 
The Debate About Institutionalization 
 Institutionalization has been a topic of debate in restorative justice research literature and 
among practitioners.  As the principles, values, and goals of restorative justice differ from those 
of the traditional criminal justice systems of most jurisdictions, the debate over 
institutionalization is often one in which commentators discuss how the two value systems can 
coexist. Institutionalization is then presented as one of either restorative values influencing the 
criminal justice system and augmenting the existing values or restorative values becoming 
compromised because they have to align with the existing retributive values. Whether 
institutionalization brings more benefits than costs depends on one’s perspective on the bringing 
together of these two value systems. 
 The fear that a greater level of integration into the criminal justice system will limit 
restorative justice and compromise the values in which community-based programs are rooted is 
a common one. Since it is restorative justice that is becoming adopted and institutionalized into 
the criminal justice system, it is perhaps to be expected that the restorative values will be 
compromised in order to fit into a system that is large and difficult to change (Broughton, 2012). 
Although institutionalized programs could still protect many of the main principles, opponents of 
institutionalization can argue that integrating into the criminal justice system puts programs at a 
greater risk of using coercion rather than voluntary participation and true accountability, being 
used by insincere offenders to avoid other justice sanctions, incorporating punitive rather than 
reparative outcomes, and neglecting the needs of victims and communities to achieve offender-
focused goals. While safeguards can be put in place, and are encouraged by the UNODC (2006) 
handbook, if the power of restorative justice is achieved through the return of conflicts from the 
state to communities (e.g. Christie, 1977) and through having restorative values replace the 
retributive values of the criminal justice system (e.g. Zehr, 2002), institutionalization into the 
existing system will likely represent a concession. Additionally, since governments have adopted 
restorative justice into the criminal justice system in an effort to reduce costs, divert cases of 
minor offending, and improve public perceptions of justice (Archibald & Llewellyn, 2006), the 
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process may not always be done with the intent to maintain fidelity to restorative justice 
principles. From this perspective, institutionalization limits the potential of restorative justice to 
be an alternative way of doing justice. 

One primary issue is with funding. If funding comes from the criminal justice system or 
the government, programs will need to demonstrate success based on the goals of the criminal 
justice system, which are often outlined in legislation and offender focused, such as deterrence, 
public safety, retribution, and rehabilitation, though they may also include some victim-oriented 
goals. According to Archibald and Llewellyn (2006), reducing what restorative justice seeks to 
accomplish down to a bureaucratic delivery of services and evaluated outcomes does not sit well 
with some programs. With the funding comes restrictions, regulations, and standards, which can 
limit the flexibility of programs to represent the needs of their communities and change as those 
needs change. Those standards may also require the professionalization of facilitators and 
mediators, either through specialized training or educational requirements that are delivered 
through the lens of the criminal justice system. As making changes or implementing new 
programs has practical challenges, governments may rely on agencies or organizations with 
which they are already familiar or have an existing funding relationship, rather than looking to 
the established community-based programs. This can mean that even with specialized training 
and education in restorative justice, the values of the criminal justice system may underlie the 
work being done. Additionally, institutionalization may tie restorative justice processes to 
specific government agencies within the criminal justice system in a way that compartmentalizes 
them (Achibald & Llewellyn, 2006). This can limit the use of restorative justice to only those 
cases, stages, and processes that are supported by the government agencies. 
 The other side of the debate, however, is that without further institutionalization, 
grassroots movements remain marginalized and underutilized, limiting exposure to the ideas and 
the benefits of the practice. Without institutionalization there are few legitimate ways for 
restorative justice principles to influence existing criminal justice practice. The inclusion of 
restorative justice principles into law, while perhaps compromising some of the values of the 
grassroots movement, is a demonstration of support for those principles and the potential benefits 
they have. Government support and the expectation that restorative justice processes will be 
used, should naturally increase the use of restorative justice since the actors within the criminal 
justice system will have legally acceptable avenues to do so and will be encouraged by the 
increased level of legitimacy and the belief that they work. It should also reduce the likelihood 
that restorative justice will cause a net-widening effect, as criminal justice agents will have a 
means to refer cases that would otherwise go to charge (Roach, 2000). These effects have been 
observed in Australian jurisdictions following the implementation of legislation promoting youth 
diversion to restorative justice programs (Pritchard, 2010). 
 Institutionalization, though it may threaten the flexibility of restorative justice through the 
standardization of practices, may also improve quality by enforcing standards. As Archibald and 
Llewellyn (2006) reported, this is not inevitable through institutionalization, but government 
funding and organizational support can be the impetus needed to establish standards, training 
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materials, and case management criteria based on theory and best practice. Many criminal justice 
systems have a focus on protecting procedural rights, which is something that critics have 
suggested that restorative justice does not do (Ashworth, 2002). While institutionalization is 
challenged by the combining of restorative justice principles with enshrined procedural rights, 
the responsibility to uphold safeguards in justice matters is the responsibility of the state and the 
integration of restorative justice into the criminal justice system through standards can ensure 
that these issues are not overshadowed. 
 While the debate over institutionalization will not likely be settled, institutionalization 
has occurred to various degrees in most jurisdictions, and will likely continue as restorative 
justice gains prominence and greater acceptance. Most countries have included restorative justice 
into their legal criminal justice frameworks through legislation or have at least enabled diversion 
to restorative justice programs even without explicitly referencing restorative justice. Several 
European countries have institutionalized restorative justice as a viable avenue within their 
criminal justice systems, although it does not typically occur for restorative justice processes at 
all stages. Integrating restorative justice into the criminal justice system through government 
support and the discretionary powers by criminal justice agents rather than through explicit 
legislation, described as being implemented in the “shadow of the law”, has also enabled 
countries, like the United Kingdom, to effectively grow restorative justice (AUTh Working 
Group, 2013). Additionally, the findings of Joudo Larsen (2014) from Australia indicated that 
the integration of restorative justice in multiple stages of that country’s criminal justice system 
has created a successful co-existence.  

Overall, institutionalization, though presenting several challenges, appears to be an 
effective way to enhance the accessibility and quality of restorative justice if it is done in such a 
way that ensures adherence to most restorative principles. According to Broughton (2012), the 
Canadian programs that he deemed to be institutionalized have not lost their restorative integrity 
by integrating closely with the criminal justice system. In fact, those programs viewed the 
process as the only way to ensure a sustained supply of referrals. This is promising for British 
Columbia, which, as presented in the previous section, is challenged by issues around funding, 
training, standards, and support. Fortunately, in Canada, there is an example from the Province 
of Nova Scotia to look to for guidance on how to overcome some of the challenges of 
institutionalization. 
 
The Nova Scotia Restorative Justice Program: An Example of Institutionalization in 
Canada 

The Nova Scotia Restorative Justice Program started as a pilot in 1999 and was 
institutionalized across the province in 2001. The system currently focuses only on youth justice 
and receives referrals from police, prosecutors, judges, and correctional officials. Conferences 
and a wide array of other restorative processes are selected to fit the specifics of the referral and 
facilitated by independent community organizations with community boards of directors that 
direct their full-time, as well as volunteer, staff. The programs are also responsible for providing 
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extensive training to their facilitators. This institutionalized program is available in addition to, 
but not associated with, Sentencing Circles facilitated by judges, and the Community Justice 
Forum program offered by the RCMP in that province (Archibald & Llewellyn, 2006). The 
vision in Nova Scotia is to sustain, province-wide, institutionalized community-based restorative 
justice with support from state resources, which amounted to $1.5 million annually from the 
Department of Justice in 2006 (Archibald & Llewellyn, 2006). 

The province-wide program has established specific goals and requirements, which 
balance the goals and principles of the criminal justice system with those of restorative justice. 
The goals of the Nova Scotia Restorative Justice Program include: to reduce recidivism; to 
increase victim satisfaction; to strengthen communities; and to increase public confidence in the 
justice system. Additionally, these goals are intended to be achieved by meeting four objectives: 
to provide a voice and an opportunity for victims and communities to participate in the justice 
process; to repair harms caused by offences; to reintegrate offenders into their communities; and 
to hold offenders accountable in meaningful ways. Minimum conditions through law have been 
established and applied to restorative justice. These include that: a referral to restorative justice 
must be in the public interest; it must be in consideration of appropriateness for the victim and 
offender; the offender must accept responsibility for the offence and consent to the referral; the 
offender must be provided with his/her Charter rights and given the opportunity to instruct 
counsel; there must be enough evidence to proceed by way of a charge; and the prosecution must 
not be barred by law. Within the established framework, cases dealt with through restorative 
justice are able to be referred back to the court if the conditions of an agreement are not fulfilled. 
Conversely, the charge may be dismissed if the terms reached through the restorative process are 
complied with.  

A “Restorative Justice Checklist” provides a list of relevant factors to consider when 
contemplating whether or not a referral agent should refer a matter to a restorative justice. 
Offences are categorized in four levels with each level specifying the stage at which and by 
whom a referral can and cannot be made. According to Archibald and Llewellyn (2006), the 
categorization is based on the seriousness of the offences, not on the basis of which cases would 
be most suited for restorative justice. The structure does not discount any crime from the 
possibility of restorative justice referral at some phase in the process, but there is currently a 
moratorium on referrals for sexual assault and domestic violence. Level 4 offences, such as 
murder, are the most serious and can only be referred post sentencing by corrections. Level 3 
offences, are considered too serious to be referred pre-charge, and must be referred by Crown, 
the court, or corrections. Level 2 offences are the most common, and can be referred by police 
for pre-charge restorative justice or referred at any later stage. Level 1 offences are considered 
minor law breaking, and can be dealt with through a restorative pre-charge caution by police. 
This structure has led to the majority of cases being referred from the police (Archibald & 
Llewellyn, 2006).  

Although there are some identifiable areas where the Nova Scotia Restorative Justice 
Program is not congruent with other best practices and theories of restorative justice, it is a 
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strong example of successful institutionalization of restorative justice. The institutionalization 
process was not without many of the challenges identified earlier. The initial transition of referral 
agencies from alternative measures to restorative justice was less successful than hoped, 
resulting more in accountability sessions than restorative justice conferences. This was overcome 
by training and supporting the personnel in the new restorative justice organizations to apply the 
restorative justice theory into practice. Net-widening was also a challenge to address, and similar 
to other institutionalized restorative justice schemes (e.g. Tasmania’s program described by 
Prichard, 2010), this has not appeared to have occurred in practice (Archibald & Llewelly, 2006). 
Working with cultural groups, such as the Mi’kmaq and African-Canadian communities in 
places around the province, and getting their support for the program were also challenges that 
required greater attention to representation, consultation, and hiring practices (Archibald & 
Llewellyn, 2006). Additionally, developing standards and a framework for the government to 
oversee the functioning of programs was required, although many proponents of restorative 
justice may not fully agree with the government superintendence. Identifying these challenges 
and responding appropriately with adequate funding were necessary to maintain the balance 
between restorative and criminal justice values in a working institutionalized system. Although 
more challenges still need to be addressed, this Canadian example presents an opportunity for 
British Columbia to learn a way to move restorative justice forward.  

Restorative Justice for Youth and Adult Offenders 

 In most jurisdictions restorative justice is either exclusively used for youth or has started 
as a service for youth that has expanded to include adult offenders. Victim-Offender Mediation 
began with experiments with youth offenders, as did the Family Group Conferencing in New 
Zealand. The trend for making restorative justice exclusive to youth has been closely tied to the 
understanding of the practices in terms of diversion away from the criminal justice system. The 
acceptance of diversionary restorative justice comes from recognizing both that youth have a 
diminished criminal responsibility and that there is a risk in subjecting them to the stigmatizing 
and labeling effects of the criminal justice system. From this perspective, the youth justice 
system is an ideal area for the implementation of restorative justice, because it aligns with the 
existing diversionary trend in that area, and presents relatively less risk; most youth offending is 
considered relatively minor by the public, while serious youth offending can be exempt from 
restorative justice.  

Diversion for adults has not had the same public and system support, and thus recognition 
of the value of restorative justice for adults has required more time and evidence to gain 
acceptance. Diversionary restorative justice programs for adults have developed in some 
jurisdictions spreading from the successful use of programs for youth. However, given the 
greater public concern over adult and more serious offending, restorative justice programs for 
adults have tended to be developed at later stages in the criminal justice process (Shapland, 
2009). Whereas restorative justice is often viewed as a chance to intervene in the lives of youth 
before it is too late, there is a belief that for adults involved in crime, it is already too late (Joudo 
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Larsen, 2014). There is also concern that restorative justice processes available to adults will 
open the door for their use with gender-based offences, such as sexual assault and domestic 
violence, for which women’s anti-violence advocacy groups do not want diversion to be 
considered an appropriate option (Achibald & Llewellyn, 2006; Kohn, 2010). Therefore, in 
jurisdictions that have adult restorative justice processes, they are either much less prevalent than 
those for youth or they operate within the criminal justice system rather than outside it. For 
example, Sentencing Circles have been much more common with adults, and have only recently 
been used with youth offenders (UNODC, 2006). 

With the more general support for using restorative justice with youth, there has been 
greater progress made in growing restorative justice for this population and in sustaining it. Even 
in Australia, where restorative justice for youth is widely accepted, programs that have focused 
on adult offenders have often failed to survive the pilot stage despite strong outcomes (Joudo 
Larsen, 2014). Additionally, jurisdictions that have struggled to provide appropriate justice 
services for indigenous population have often explored restorative justice with offenders from 
those groups. This linking of restorative justice to indigenous justice has narrowed the view of 
restorative justice for adult offenders, and has diverted attention and resources away from the use 
of restorative justice with the general population of offenders (Joudo Larsen, 2014). Therefore, 
despite growing support for restorative justice and evidence of its effectiveness, restorative 
justice for adult offenders remains in a tenuous position in many locations around the world. 
 
Evidence of the Effectiveness of Restorative Justice with Youth and Adult Offenders 
 When it comes to reducing recidivism, the most robust evidence available has indicated 
that restorative justice processes have had greater effects on adults than on youth (Sherman et al., 
2014). The differences between outcomes for adults and youth have not been large, as restorative 
justice processes have generally been more effective than incarceration and other criminal justice 
approaches for both youth and adults (Sherman & Strang, 2007). These findings seem to lend 
some support to the theoretical points discussed earlier in this section related to age and 
restorative justice. Additionally, adults are more likely to become involved in restorative justice 
at later stages of the criminal justice process, which has also been demonstrated to reduce 
recidivism to a greater extent than diversionary restorative justice (Joudo Larsen, 2014). 
 This should not be interpreted to mean that restorative justice for youth offenders or 
diversionary restorative justice for adults is inappropriate. The results of research may indicate 
that adults do respond better to restorative justice than do youth, but it may also mean that 
restorative justice can effectively reduce recidivism in most offenders, and that adult offenders 
studied had greater previous levels of offending than did the youth offenders. Similarly, it could 
be that the structure provided by implementing restorative justice within the criminal justice 
process at later stages provides the best environment for changing behaviour. On the other hand, 
the more serious offences and more recidivistic offenders in the studies were required to go 
through the criminal justice system in some way prior to a restorative justice processes, which 
would likely create the potential for greater differences after the process since previous offending 
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would likely be higher for this population than for those who would be considered or eligible for 
diversion. Diversion for youth and adults who have committed less serious offences or have little 
to no prior criminal history may still be more effective than other criminal justice options, at 
least in the short term (Menkel-Meadows, 2007), but differences should be expected to be 
relatively small for low-risk offenders who are less likely to recidivate or will naturally desist 
from crime quickly regardless of how their offence is processed. Similar conclusions were drawn 
by Robinson, Plecas, Squires, & McLandress (2012), whose study of shoplifting offenders in a 
British Columbia community, though lacking a large enough sample, found that, in general, 
offenders who completed restorative justice had lower recidivism rates than those who were 
charged or were chargeable but not charged, except for first-time youth offenders who showed 
no benefit on recidivism from the restorative process as they had comparably low rates of 
recidivism regardless of which process was used. 
 Common and accepted practice appears to be to use restorative justice primarily for 
youth. While beneficial for youth, excluding adults from eligibility for restorative justice should 
not be viewed as a best practice. In fact, it appears that in order to gain the greatest reductions in 
recidivism, restorative justice processes should be developed and enabled for adult offenders. In 
many cases, diversionary programs that have been used for relatively low risk youth offenders 
will likely be sufficient for adult offenders as well. However, for higher risk adult and youth 
offenders, processes that are integrated into the existing criminal justice processes after the 
charging stage appear to meet the requirements of criminal laws, address the need for public 
safety, adhere to the principles of restorative justice, and reduce offender recidivism. The 
findings from research on what works for restorative justice processes seem to indicate that the 
greatest potential for benefiting from restorative justice is with offenders who have demonstrated 
a propensity to reoffend; often these are adult offenders.  

Meeting the Needs of Victims 

 Although the link between addressing the needs of victims and the goal of reducing 
recidivism may not be a direct one, as was discussed earlier in this section, many of the elements 
of restorative justice included particularly to meet victim needs can theoretically contribute to 
preventing recidivism. Importantly, getting the opportunity to participate in restorative justice 
and have some of their needs met has shown to reduce the desire for revenge (Sherman & Strang, 
2007), which may prevent some forms of retaliatory crime. Furthermore, although again not 
directly related to recidivism, since restorative justice has been demonstrated to improve victim 
satisfaction (Latimer et al., 2005; Van Camp & Wemmers, 2013), this may reduce fear and 
improve confidence that justice can be achieved and, in turn, promote the reporting of crime and 
engagement in other civic and crime prevention activities. There are many reasons why strong 
practices to meet the needs of victims participating in restorative justice can contribute to the 
achievement of criminal justice goals, including reducing recidivism. 
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Practice that Meets Victim Needs and Contributes to Satisfaction 
 It should not be assumed that restorative justice processes always function in ways that 
meet the needs of victims and lead to satisfaction. Although most victims report satisfaction with 
restorative justice higher than is generally achieved by the traditional criminal justice system, 
Choi et al. (2012) identified findings from a number of studies that indicated poor outcomes for 
victims. The authors explored these cases to uncover areas in which programs need to be vigilant 
to ensure victims are treated appropriately. 
 The UNODC (2006) handbook recognizes that in all restorative justice processes, it is 
important to protect the interests of the victim and to ensure that re-victimization does not occur. 
According to conclusions by Choi et al. (2012), the ways to prevent re-victimization and 
ultimately low victim satisfaction are to ensure facilitators are trained in a way that emphasizes 
restorative principles and values and how to put them into practice; to ensure victims are 
thoroughly prepared for the process; to avoid overly scripted processes and those that are so 
embedded in the justice system that they prevent open dialogue and the expression of 
responsibility and apology; and to avoid being too offender-focused or insensitive to victim 
needs. The authors recommended that provisions be put in place to ensure programs meet these 
requirements. 
 Training to ensure facilitators are competent in their role and with putting restorative 
principles and values into practice is important. This is necessary regardless of whether 
restorative justice is primarily volunteer-based and grassroots or institutionalized into the 
criminal justice system. For volunteer-based programs, the need to maintain numbers cannot 
overshadow the need for each volunteer to adequately understand restorative principles and 
values. Similarly, just because restorative justice has been institutionalized does not necessarily 
mean that this issue will be resolved. The early implementation of the Nova Scotia Restorative 
Justice Program went forward without standards and relied on community organizations that 
were not familiar with restorative principles and values (Archibald & Llewellyn, 2006). In some 
cases, as criminal justice practitioners move into roles as restorative justice facilitators, the need 
to understand the restorative principles and values will be amplified due to their contrast with the 
criminal justice system values that they have been accustomed to working under. 
 While adequate training is necessary, additional research on best practices for restorative 
justice has suggested that reflective practice and feedback from peers are just as important. 
According to Braithwaite (2002), three days of training followed up by working together with an 
experienced mentor and adequate reflection on practice can make for well-qualified facilitators 
of restorative justice. The reflection should be informed by peer feedback and by feedback 
elicited from participants. It addition to reflection, which may be viewed as looking back on 
what was done to overcome weaknesses, it may be necessary for practitioners to develop 
reflexivity, which are strategies to view one’s actions, thoughts, feelings, and values from as 
objective a perspective as possible and from the perspectives of others. The guide on ethical 
practice by Sharpe (2011) identifies these practices as very important for restorative justice 
practitioners, as they can guide ethical and effective practice even more than can official 
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standards. Generally, the goal should be for facilitators to continually look to improve their skills 
by reflecting back on how they have put their training and restorative values into practice and 
continue to look critically on how they are serving those in their community. 
 Thorough preparation has also been recognized by the UNODC (2006). With the current 
status of restorative justice on the fringe of most criminal justice systems, it cannot be expected 
that victims will have a good understanding of what restorative justice is, what to expect from 
the process, what they will be expected to do, and what offenders will do. In the research by 
Choi et al (2012) dissatisfied victims were often those who reported feeling unprepared and not 
understanding enough about the process. Being uninformed or unprepared led to some victims 
reporting that they felt coerced or tricked into participating under the perception that it was the 
only way to receive compensation and others reporting feeling re-victimized (Choi et al., 2012). 
To ensure thorough preparation, it has been suggested that facilitators should meet one or more 
times with all participants prior to the actual restorative process to fully explain the process, 
answer any questions that arise, and make it clear that participation is voluntary and one can 
withdraw from the process at any time (UNODC, 2006). 
 Being overly scripted or too embedded in the criminal justice system can lead to a 
number of issues. Although a script can be advantageous to the facilitator and can help in 
preparation by making the process predictable for participants, it is possible for highly scripted 
processes to have an uneven distribution of participation at the various stages of the process 
and/or for the expression of accountability and apology to come across disingenuous (Choi et al, 
2012). Similarly, given that in the legal criminal justice system, an accused offender has the right 
to make a defence and the right to remain silent to those in authority, admissions of guilt can 
jeopardize an offender’s defence and increase the risk of legal sanctions. When the offender 
comes into a restorative justice process unsure of whether what is said at that time will cause 
future problems, participation will be limited and victim satisfaction will suffer (Choi et al., 
2012). This could cause issues for pre-charge and post-charge processes that are closely linked to 
the justice system, and may even be a concern that needs to be addressed for pre-sentencing, pre-
release, and parole stage restorative justice processes.  
 Choi et al. (2012) also reported that when the focus of restorative justice processes have 
been primarily on the offender, victims needs have suffered. When an offender is the focus, the 
results can become less transformative for the offender as well, since participation may lack 
genuineness, the true extent of the harm to victims can be missed, and/or the process can become 
stigmatizing. Although rehabilitation and the reduction of recidivism is a suitable goal, the needs 
of offenders should not overshadow the needs of other participants.  
 
Making Restorative Justice a Service for Victims 

One area of concern is with limiting restorative justice processes to youth offenders. Such 
a criterion inevitably adds to the focus of the process on the offender and makes victims who 
could benefit from the process become ineligible by default. If restorative justice is intended to 
provide a better justice process for victims and communities as well as offenders, exclusion 
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criteria unrelated to an offender’s willingness to be accountable and show remorse, particularly 
when they consequently prevent victims from getting the opportunity to participate, should be 
removed. This is just one way in which systems have implemented restorative justice in a way 
that puts the focus squarely on the offender and neglects the needs of the victim. 

Similarly, restorative justice practices have been established to enable a partially 
restorative process to go ahead without victim participation, either through community panels or 
the use of surrogate victims. However, there are few if any programs that are victim-focused, 
purposely trying to accomplish restorative goals with victims regardless of the participation of 
offenders. In most cases, if an offender is unwilling or otherwise ineligible to participate, a 
referral to a restorative justice program is not made and the victim is left without the opportunity 
to benefit from a restorative process. There are some examples of programs where victims can be 
referred for participation in restorative practices even when the offender is unwilling or unable to 
participate. One such program exists in Montreal, Quebec, called Victim-Offender Encounters, 
which can pair victims or indirect victims with an offender who has committed a similar offence. 
Victim satisfaction appeared to be high in research that included this program (Van Camp & 
Wemmers, 2013). To balance the needs of victims with those of offenders and make restorative 
justice a service for victims, perhaps more consideration should be given to developing suitable 
victim-focused processes and then accepting and promoting referrals for victims with or without 
offender participation. 

In general, making restorative justice a service for victims will likely require greater input 
from victims, victim services agencies, and other victim advocacy groups during planning and 
early implementation. The institutionalization of restorative justice in Nova Scotia was 
challenged by the lack of consultation with some victim’s advocacy groups, despite the fact that 
victim needs were well represented by the government’s victim services division, and by the lack 
of strong standards to ensure the concerns of victim services were addressed (Archibald & 
Llewellyn, 2006). Victim services groups can be a source of referrals to restorative justice 
(UNODC, 2006) and, therefore, effective partnerships with victim services are important. In 
order to make restorative justice an effective and recognized service for victims, efforts should 
be made to enhance the amount of collaboration between restorative justice programs, victim 
services, and the various other community advocates for these types of services. 

Restorative Justice for Crimes of Violence against Women or in Families 

The use of restorative justice in response to situations of domestic abuse and family 
violence is highly debated and seldom tested. There are some who vehemently oppose the use of 
restorative justice in such circumstances citing incongruent philosophies that pose potential risks 
and safety issues to victims in cases where power imbalances are prevalent. It is also feared that 
responding to family violence with restorative justice will negate the gains made to have the 
issue treated with a heightened level of priority and importance by police, courts, other 
applicable agencies, and society in general. In contrast, others argue that despite the system and 
mindset progressions that have occurred over the years in regards to domestic abuse, this has not 
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impacted the rate of domestic violence (Kohn, 2010). They argue that there is more that can be 
done, including incorporating restorative justice for suitable cases into the current legal 
framework. It is an important issue to explore, particularly given the reluctance of victim 
advocates and government bodies to want to open restorative justice to these types of crime 
despite theoretical and empirical evidence suggest that restorative justice can have greater benefit 
for offenders and victims in cases of interpersonal crime. While there is limited evidence of the 
effectiveness of restorative justice used specifically for crimes of violence against women and 
children, there is a need for the suitability of restorative processes for these crimes to be 
adequately assessed. 
 
Opposition to the Use of Restorative Justice for Gender-Based Crimes 

The use of restorative justice for addressing crimes such as domestic violence, sexual 
assault, sexual harassment, and other crimes against women or children that involve a power 
imbalance has not been well supported, particularly by groups that advocate for greater 
awareness and protections for victims of these offences. This perspective exists in British 
Columbia as well as in other jurisdictions.  

The British Columbia Association of Specialized Victim Assistance and Counselling 
Programs (now the Ending Violence Association of British Columbia; [BCASVACP], 2002) 
argued that restorative justice programs, as designed and implemented by officials who have not 
properly considered marginalized victims or consulted with victim stakeholders, are not 
appropriate for dealing with matters of violence against women and children. They do not view 
the goals of restorative justice, particularly diversionary programs, as congruent with the goals of 
their social movement, stating that “[f]orgiveness and reconciliation should not be the primary 
objectives in cases of domestic violence and sexual assault, the safety and autonomy of the 
women and children involved must be paramount” (BCASVACP, 2002, p. 8). They highlighted 
that circumstances for aboriginal women and families is different and complicated in situations 
of family violence and that cultural considerations are necessary to effectively deal with such 
matters. In their critiques of restorative justice programs and practices in British Columbia, they 
compared western restorative justice models to Aboriginal spirituality and traditions and 
emphasized that they are not the same and that the so called “mutilated version of First Nations 
diversity” has been “imposed” on communities (BCASVACP, 2002, p. 7). They question the 
ability of the battered woman to truly be able to feel safe and secure enough to express her true 
feelings and needs in front of her abuser and others who support the abuser given the 
psychological factors involved in abuse and fear of retaliation. 

These concerns are not isolated to British Columbia. Daly (2006) listed a number of 
common critiques from similar perspectives. One such critique was that restorative justice 
programs, because they are concerned with the rehabilitation of the offender rather than the 
needs of victims, are likely to pressure victims to accept certain outcomes or participate in a way 
that they do not wish to as would likely be the case for a victim that is not well equipped to speak 
on their own behalf. Another was that the role of the ‘community’ can exacerbate the 
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victimization, particularly in places where community norms are such that the offender’s 
behaviours are reinforced or where community members identify more with the offender than 
with the victim. As a result, the critics worry that female victims will be exposed to a process 
which is male dominated and victim blaming. Similarly, Daly (2006) found that, for family 
violence offences, critics have suggested that the role of supporters can result in mixed loyalties, 
which may not result in the proper level of denunciation being expressed by them. Another 
criticism is that the impact on the offender will not be meaningful, since entrenched abusive 
behavior requires effective programming and consequences for lack of positive change, and that 
one meeting alone cannot effect this change. Daly (2006) also reported that opponents of 
restorative justice for gender-based offences cite symbolic implications as an obstacle, 
suggesting that restorative justice will be perceived by participants and observers as an easy and 
lenient informal process for offenders, whose behaviour will then be reinforced by the lack of 
serious treatment. It should also be noted that the expression of apology and forgiveness that are 
held to be important in restorative practices have been recognized as dangerous in the context of 
domestic violence, as they form part of the cycle of abuse (Kohn, 2010). 

These concerns have had an effect on practice. The Government of British Columbia 
considers their Community Accountability Programs inappropriate for these power-based 
offences and prohibits them from accepting referrals for sexual assault, spousal assault, and hate 
motivated crimes (BC Ministry of Justice, 2013). Other jurisdictions have taken a similar 
approach. Due to concerns from victim advocacy groups, in 2000, the Nova Scotia Restorative 
Justice Program put a moratorium on the acceptance of referrals for domestic violence and 
sexual assault offences (Archibald & Llewellyn, 2006). This moratorium continues as efforts to 
collaboratively establish suitable standards are in progress. In Australia, sexual assault and other 
sexual offences, domestic violence, and stalking are offences that are not accepted by programs 
in several jurisdictions (Joudo Larsen, 2014). In Europe, victim advocacy groups have expressed 
similar concerns, which have led many jurisdictions, even some with strong traditions of 
restorative justice, to avoid its use with family violence, sexual assault, and hate crimes, although 
there are others that have expanded their practices to include these crimes (European Best 
Practices of Restorative Justice in the Criminal Procedure, 2010). 
 
Support for the Use of Restorative Justice for Gender-Based Crimes 

Potential benefits of restorative justice for victims of gender-based violence have also 
been identified. Daly (2006) also listed several commonly claimed benefits for these victims. 
Proponents of the use of restorative justice for these offences have argued that, unlike the 
criminal justice process, restorative approaches provide the victim with a voice and the ability to 
participate. Victims are empowered to share their story and confront the offender, an opportunity 
that is often not presented in a court setting. Supporters have also argued that restorative justice 
validates victims’ feelings, and leads offenders to take responsibility rather than deny the harm 
or attack the victims’ credibility, which occur during a court defence. Daly (2006) also reported 
that proponents point to the flexibility of the process and the less intimidating environment 
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outside of a courtroom, suggesting that there are more ways to be flexible and responsive to 
victim’s needs. Finally, given that restorative justice can be a tool to repair harm within 
relationships, proponents have argued that a restorative approach is more likely to repair 
damaged family relationships than the court, which may or may not be a goal depending on the 
circumstances. 

Kohn (2010) argued that, while controversial, restorative justice needs to be explored 
more vigorously as a response option for domestic violence. She acknowledged that there are 
legitimate concerns, but also that the system, as it stands currently, is not making a dent on the 
number of incidents of domestic violence or deaths as a result of domestic violence as was hoped 
and intended. Kohn (2010) argued that the fact that restorative justice theory is not consistent 
with domestic violence theory should not stop the discussion. Instead, these areas of conflict 
were viewed as the reasons why there is a need for further exploration of restorative justice as a 
response option for domestic violence.  

In countering common critiques of the use of restorative justice, Kohn (2010) explained 
that while violence can occur in relationships where there are strong dynamics of power and 
control, and where a collaborative and reconciliatory approach may not be appropriate, not all 
relationships that see violence meet these characteristics. Because violence in relationships does 
not have just a single cause or occur in a just a single type of relationship, having a variety 
available responses can help to ensure that the approach taken is matched to the needs and goals 
of individual victims. Victim goals can have a bearing on what response will be most effective. 
In addition to wanting protection, often victims choose to stay with the offender for a number of 
reasons. A process that allows for the opportunity for the parties to collaborate and reach 
reconciliation can contribute to enhancing the victim’s safety as opposed to a formal system 
where there are no mechanisms in place to prepare the parties for what will happen after (Kohn, 
2010).  

Kohn (2010) also rebutted the generalized critique related to apology, stating that while it 
is embedded in the cycle of violence in some relationships, it is not for all relationships and can 
be a significantly meaningful and important factor for some victims. An apology is a need much 
less likely to be met in a court setting (Sherman & Strang, 2007). Research has suggested that 
apology can be an important step in the victims healing and can potentially facilitate mending of 
the relationship and ability to work through future conflict, as it has been found to improve 
victim satisfaction (Dhami, 2012). There is also some evidence that offenders who apologize 
may be less likely to reoffend (Petrucci, 2002), although the research cannot conclude that the 
relationship is causal or that it applies in cases of violence against women and children. 

Kohn (2010) upheld that the achievements gained through the anti-domestic violence 
movement should not be undone, and that the court systems should maintain what they now have 
in place to protect victims and prosecute offenders. However, she also suggested that adaptations 
are needed to allow for further experimentation with cases involving parties with needs and 
desires that are better met through restorative mechanisms. She argued that rather than being 
representative of the state taking these crimes less seriously, restorative processes can be 
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designed to run parallel to court processes, enabling state oversight by way of enforceable 
agreements and/or requirements that the processes proceed only after charges. Others, such as 
Hopkins (2013), argued that even diversion for first time domestic violence offenders does not 
represent taking the matter less seriously, but instead provides victims with an opportunity. If an 
offender acknowledges the harm he/she has caused and apologizes in a public way through 
diversion, which is much more likely to occur than through the courts, the result can be 
validating and potentially healing for the victim, given that the circumstances of the offence are 
no longer private and deniable by the offender (Hopkins, 2013). In this way, although apology 
may be formerly a tool of offenders to perpetuate violence, in the restorative context it serves to 
hold them publicly accountable and may reduce recidivism.  
 
Restorative Justice in Cases of Sexual Offending by and against Youth and Children 

Given that restorative justice has been most commonly used for offences committed by 
youth, much of the evidence that has informed discussions on the use of restorative justice for 
sexual offences has been with this offender population and commonly with young victims. The 
Australian Sexual Assault Archival Study (SAAS), described by Daly (2006), examined a 
number of variables where youth were accused of sexual assault participated in restorative 
conferences to determine whether the reality of using restorative justice for sexual offences 
better matched the claims of opponents or supporters. The study concluded that, based on the 
comparison of court outcomes to those of restorative justice for cases of youth accused of sexual 
assault, cases were not treated more seriously when dealt with in court, that strong messages 
were not sent by the court when dealing with such matters, and that the courts did not have a 
greater ability to vindicate victims. This finding, directly contradicted the potential problem of 
symbolic implications of restorative justice claimed by critics (Daly, 2006). The study also 
pointed to evidence that the time to finalize cases in court was twice as long as in restorative 
justice, that jurisdiction changes occurred more frequently in court, that there were numerous 
court sessions before a case was finalized, and that nearly half of the cases that proceeded to 
court were dismissed or withdrawn (Daly, 2006). Furthermore, for cases that saw a full trial, the 
victims still faced the possibility of hearing a not guilty judgment. In fact, the author explicitly 
stated that “[c]ontrary to the concerns raised by critics of conferencing, from a victim’s advocacy 
perspective, the conference process may be less victimizing than the court process and its penalty 
regime may produce more effective outcomes” (Daly, 2006, p. 1).  

SAAS findings indicated that penalties for sexual offending were different between court 
and restorative justice, with the former being more punitive and the latter focusing on 
rehabilitation and counselling (Daly, 2006). Since the counselling received by youth offenders 
resulted in lower reoffending rates, regardless of whether it was ordered by court or agreed to 
during restorative justice, the more rehabilitative approach was deemed preferable (Daly, 2006). 
The study also concluded that less punitive and less stigmatizing responses to youth sexual 
offending is important to overcoming the resistance to admitting responsibility for sexual 
offenses for fear of labeling and ostracism. This can be particularly true since even when an 
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offender wants to accept responsibility, he may be unwilling to do so in court due to the 
requirements of entry onto a sex offender registry (Hopkins, 2013). Overall, proponents of using 
restorative justice for youth sexual offences have argued that it can provide a more appealing and 
less damning opportunity for an offender to be accountable for his actions. 

When youth are the offenders of sexual offences, youth and children are often the 
victims. Cossins (2008) argued that by nature, child sex offences are based on manipulation, 
control, self-gratification, and lack of empathy, and result in a high degree of victim trauma and 
distress. She therefore considered restorative justice to be poorly equipped to deal with these 
factors and, upon reviewing the data from the SAAS, concluded that “there is insufficient 
evidence to support the view that there are inherent benefits in the restorative justice process that 
provide victims of sexual assault with a superior form of justice” (Cossins, 2008, p. 1). Such 
concerns exist whether the offender is also a youth or if the offender is an adult. Cossins (2008) 
concern was that restorative justice processes are unable to mitigate the power differential and 
will further traumatize the victims through denial or transference of responsibility to the child 
victims. Additional concerns were that apologies and efforts to repair relationships will be 
insincere and enable the grooming of the victim to continue. Since the power imbalance is so 
prominent, despite the apparent benefits of restorative justice for both victims and offenders, 
caution is greatly needed. 
 
Practices to Make Restorative Justice More Appropriate for Gender-Based Violence 

Given the potential for restorative justice to be beneficial a beneficial response to gender-
based violence for victims, offenders, and communities, there is a need to explore ways in which 
restorative approaches could become more appropriate for these types of offences. Recent 
research from British Columbia in which a number of justice system personnel who work in the 
field of family violence were interviewed suggested that restorative justice could fit within a just 
system response to these offences, but that there is much that would need to be done to move in 
that direction (Hawkes-Frost, 2009. Importantly, the five goals for restorative justice presented 
by Sharpe (1998) appeared to resonate with the interviewees, signaling a potential starting point 
for the discussion, but it was clear that a shared understanding of the main concepts that make up 
those goals is lacking. While presenting a potential starting point, developing a common 
understanding of restorative justice and its goals and principles would be important to effectively 
moving forward on this topic. 

As was learned by the implementation of the Nova Scotia Restorative Justice Program, 
proper consultation with victim services groups and women’s advocacy groups is necessary in 
order to begin the dialogue about the appropriateness of restorative justice for crimes of violence 
against women and within families (Archibald & Llewellyn, 2006). Even when the programs do 
not regularly take these cases, the perception they are doing so, are willing to do so, or are 
interested in doing so, can create conflict and divisiveness, which can hurt the public perception 
of restorative justice. At a minimum, restorative justice programs will likely need to have 
standards in place to ensure that their processes in practice address the issues identified by Choi 
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et al (2012), namely having adequately trained facilitators, engaging in thorough preparation of 
all participants, avoiding inflexibility, and balancing the focus so the process is a service to the 
victim. Additionally, the BCASCACP (2002) encouraged evaluations of and adjustments to 
restorative justice practices prior to taking on cases of domestic violence, and that these cases be 
off limits to restorative justice until such a time where there are sufficient and appropriate safe 
guards in place. It is also important to recognize that restorative justice will not be suitable for 
every case, and thus, continued protection of victims through the institutionalized mechanisms of 
accountability that exist in the conventional justice system cannot be replaced. The BCASVACP 
(2002) argued that specialized victim counseling and support services must be included in the 
processes. Enhanced accountability mechanisms for offenders who failed to meet the obligations 
of their agreement were also recommended (BCASCAVP, 2002). In jurisdictions like British 
Columbia in which funding and justice system support for restorative justice programs are 
recognized challenges, improving practice to make it more suitable for use with crimes of 
violence against women and children will likely require additional investment and demonstrative 
support from the government and criminal justice system agencies. 

The Role of Police in Restorative Justice 

The initial review of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program, completed in 2011, 
determined that restorative justice is closely linked to a community policing model (Nicholl, 
1999) and is congruent with the goals of crime prevention and crime reduction. Effective 
restorative justice should be viewed by police and other criminal justice system agents as an 
alternative or supplemental way to conclude a criminal event. As police are often the gatekeeper 
to the criminal justice system and the first point in the system where decisions on the appropriate 
response are made, it is necessary for police to have a role in restorative justice. The initial 
review presented some of the competing views on the extent to which police should be involved, 
whether just aware of restorative justice, supportive of it, actively participating in it, or 
championing it by taking ownership of it, but was unable to point to best practices that could 
inform a decision on the appropriate role. 

In some restorative justice processes and in some jurisdictions’ restorative justice 
systems, the police do not have a role or have only a minimal role. In many others, police are a 
major referral source and their awareness and support of programs are paramount to the success 
of restorative justice. Some models are designed around full police participation, with some 
processes involving police as facilitators of the process or as participants who play a role in 
helping to reach decisions and resolutions consistent with community views. The UNODC 
(2006) handbook identifies several options for police involvement, including: serving as a 
referral source; explaining the restorative justice process to victims, offenders, and other 
participants; participating in the process; facilitating the process; organizing restorative justice 
sessions and conferences; using restorative dispute resolution in daily street-level policing; and 
monitoring offenders’ adherence to some of the conditions in the agreement and reporting 
breaches (p. 62). In addition the recognition that police can have a variety of roles to play in 
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restorative justice, the authors of the handbook also warned that “[c]are should be taken to ensure 
that the role of the police is balanced and that the statutory requirements of their position do not 
compromise the restorative process” (UNODC, 2006, p. 62). 
 
Police as Referral Agents 

In addition to maintaining public order, enforcing the law, and apprehending criminals, 
the police role, at the front end of the criminal justice system, is one of directing cases toward the 
appropriate conclusion. The ultimate outcome is often left to other professions along the criminal 
justice process. In jurisdictions that have the legislative framework or police discretion to do so, 
referring or recommending a criminal file, offender, or victim to restorative justice is just one 
option that police can take to direct a case toward conclusion. This role of referral agent 
represents the most common involvement of police with regard to restorative justice. It is also 
the least removed from the traditional role of the police officer as the “gatekeeper” to the 
criminal justice system. It is a suitable role for the police due to the proximity of police to the 
communities they serve, which puts them in the best position to use their discretion to represent 
the interests and needs of the community (Nicholl, 1999). 

Restorative justice can be an option at any point in the criminal justice process, and while 
the police traditionally have a limited role in the criminal justice processes after laying or 
recommending a criminal charge, there are ways in which police can influence the use of 
restorative justice at later stages in the process. With adequate partnerships and available 
programs, police can recommend the use of restorative justice to prosecutors after laying charges 
or to judges at sentencing. In some countries, like Germany, this influence is the primary way for 
police to engage in restorative justice (Hartmann, 2010b). Furthermore, while police may have 
very little influence on what goes on inside prison, they should be aware of the different 
restorative justice options available for incarcerated offender. As offender management practices 
have become popular among police forces (e.g. integrated offender management in the United 
Kingdom described by Senior et al., 2011), there may also be a role for police in aiding offenders 
in their rehabilitation and reintegration into the community through referrals to restorative justice 
options available and appropriate for those offenders serving their sentences in the community 
on probation or on parole. 
 Because police are often trained in and most familiar with the professional model of 
policing and this is often reinforced by organizational leadership, they often view the court 
process as the most appropriate direction for a criminal case (Deukmejian, 2008). Therefore, 
making changes to this perspective to increase referrals to restorative justice programs or 
recommend restorative justice at a later stage in the justice process can be a challenge. 
Maximizing awareness of restorative justice is a first step in developing police officers into 
effective referral agents to take full advantage of the benefits of restorative justice for 
communities. This awareness is more than knowing how to make referrals to community 
programs; it is also knowing why they should refer, when it is an effective response, and when it 
may not be appropriate. They need to be aware of which local programs are available, how their 
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processes function, and how they balance restorative and criminal justice goals. It is also 
important to challenge their existing beliefs by presenting the research and experiential evidence 
that restorative justice is a versatile and effective tool, one that can be used at all stages of the 
criminal justice process, for the entire spectrum of offences, and for all types of offenders and 
victims. Additionally, communities will benefit even more if police are aware of the crime 
prevention potential of restorative practices in schools and other community environments before 
conflicts escalate into crime. If police awareness of restorative justice is too narrowly focused, 
the greatest potential of restorative justice will not be realized. They also need to be aware of 
when restorative justice may be counterproductive or harmful as informed by research, theory, 
and practical experience. 
 According to Paterson and Clamp (2012), getting police to use restorative practices and 
referrals more effectively “requires a shift in police thinking that moves beyond the traditional 
offender–victim dichotomy that lies at the heart of the adversarial process and police perceptions 
of their role” (p. 602). They argued that existing training of the Thames Valley Police in the 
United Kingdom, which is a one-day training course with the potential for a three-day facilitation 
course, should be augmented by integrating restorative justice into their community policing 
training in a way that emphasizes the use of police discretion and informal resolution. Effective 
training can help overcome the reluctance of police to make referrals, and can enable police to 
explain the benefits and risks of restorative justice to victims and offenders in a more appropriate 
and informed way (UNODC, 2006). Organization-wide training in restorative justice philosophy, 
informing police of the evidence for what works and the theory for why it works, can not only 
improve police open-mindedness to and practice with restorative justice, but can also 
demonstrate greater support from the organization’s leadership.  

Having a strong awareness is a necessary first step that prepares police to make the best 
use of restorative justice, but acting upon that awareness is crucial. As a prominent referral 
source, police can support the use of restorative justice as a legitimate and effective response to 
criminal behaviour in the community. While some governments have institutionalized the use of 
restorative justice, prescribing the legal avenues for police to interact with the resulting 
restorative justice systems, many other jurisdictions have restorative justice at a much more 
grassroots level that rely on police discretion in addition to or in absence of strong government 
support. In order to make the most of what has been demonstrated to be an effective justice 
option, police organizations should both express and demonstrate a greater level of support for 
restorative justice in the communities they police. In the United Kingdom, police have appeared 
to embrace restorative justice both symbolically, through their messaging, and practically, 
through their active participation as referral agents and conveners for restorative justice (Paterson 
& Clamp, 2012).  

Providing support for restorative justice starts with organization leaders. The UNODC 
(2006) handbook recognized leadership in the criminal justice system as a key to successful 
restorative justice. Given the history of restorative justice in policing as rising from pilot 
experiments, too often support is strongest within only a few frontline police members who have 



 179 

developed skill in and passion for restorative justice. This can make spreading effective practice 
in referring to and participating in restorative justice difficult. The data from the survey of 
RCMP members presented in the previous section indicated that relatively few have been 
encouraged to refer to restorative justice by their supervisors. In contrast, the growth of 
restorative justice in policing in the United Kingdom has been partially credited to the leadership 
of Sir Charles Pollard when he was the chief of the Thames Valley Police36 (Paterson & Clamp, 
2012). Research has concluded that getting frontline police members to accept changes to 
existing policing strategies requires top-down communication (Santos & Santos, 2012). For 
restorative justice, this will likely require police leaders to demonstrate to frontline members that 
the organization places value on finding an effective response to crime problems, rather than 
emphasizing charges and convictions above other responses, and reinforcing this through the 
internal reward system. Even for those police members who are aware that restorative justice 
may be an effective response to crime, they will be less likely to direct cases toward restorative 
justice programs if there is little support and incentive from supervisors. 

Although developing the capacity for police to be an effective referral source is 
consistent with best practice and theory, doing so is not without risk. Like many within policing 
itself, a large portion of the general public is still skeptical of restorative justice (Bliss & 
Crocker, 2008). Police organizations are generally viewed as credible voices on issues related to 
crime, but their public image is an important consideration. With restorative justice often being 
viewed as offender-focused or “soft” on crime, outward support by the police could influence 
public perceptions of the police. While the risk exists, it is probably outweighed by the fact that 
contributing to the growth of restorative justice in communities has the potential to positively 
impact victims, offenders, and the community while contributing to reduced rates of crime. This 
increased level of satisfaction with justice responses by those most closely affected would likely 
have an overall positive affect on the image of the police, which is often one of the many goals 
of institutionalized restorative justice systems. 
  
Police as Participants and Facilitators 

Since the adoption of family group conferencing by the New South Wales police in 
Wagga Wagga, Australia, police have been taking on the role of participants in and facilitators of 
restorative justice processes. This occurs in Canada and around the world (Whitelaw & Parent, 
2010). By having training in restorative justice principles and/or in the facilitation of restorative 
justice processes, police officers can contribute to achieving positive outcomes for suitable cases. 
According to the UNODC (2006) handbook, “[t]he use of restorative practices by police officers 
can represent a logical step in community policing and police reform generally. It can, under the 
right circumstances, contribute to the improvement of police-community relations” (p.62). This 
is an extension of community policing because it further builds partnerships in the community 
and works together with those partners to solve not only the immediate situation but also the 

                                                           
36 See Pollard (2002) for a speech by Sir Charles Pollard on his vision for restorative justice to be integrated into 
community policing and problem-oriented policing practices.  
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underlying causes for crime (Whitelaw & Parent, 2010). Additionally, police with restorative 
justice training have additional tools to use outside of restorative justice programs in their daily 
policing activities in the community (Pollard, 2002). These tools allow officers to promote 
peaceful resolutions to conflicts in the community and prevent conflicts from escalating into 
more serious criminal behaviour. 

There is of course a debate about whether participation and indeed facilitation by police 
and other criminal justice agents necessarily jeopardizes the restorative nature of the process. 
Concern over police involvement in restorative justice has been ongoing for many years. Roach 
(2000) raised a number of questions about police involvement. Will police adopt a restorative 
position rather than a stigmatizing one? Will the police use restorative justice in a way that 
actually results in a more serious outcome for relatively minor offending, thus widening the net? 
Will police take on a role that overshadows the main participants, particularly victims? Will 
police be able to get the training or have the time to participate in restorative justice? Will police 
take the time to address the causes and consequences of crime, and not just address the offender? 
Overall, the greatest worry is that too much police involvement in restorative justice will lead to 
individual police officers being all of the investigators, arresting agents, triers of guilt, and 
sentencing judges without any safeguards in place. While perhaps this fear is extreme, Roche 
(2003b) emphasized that police-run restorative justice cannot be neutral, and is particularly 
problematic when held in police stations. From the perspective of the offender, a police 
participant, and particularly a police facilitator may be seen as biased toward the victim, which 
even if just a perception, can cast doubt on the process (Dignan et al., 2007).  

Research by Hoyle, Young, and Hill (2002) on the Thames Valley Police restorative 
cautioning initiative, asked the question to participants. Only a small minority (9%) of 
participants expressed any disapproval of police facilitation, with the issues being that some 
participants found them unprepared or ill-suited for the role or felt they would use what was said 
during the process as evidence for later charges (Hoyle et al., 2002, p. 64). A slightly larger 
proportion of participants felt the police should not wear their uniform during the facilitation of 
the process, but more than half expressed that they were supportive of wearing the uniform. 
Similarly, only a small number of participants felt that a police station was a bad place to hold a 
process, and for those who did disapprove, it was because they felt awkward or shameful about 
the potential for being seen walking into the police station (Hoyle et al., 2002). 

As the research by Hoyle et al. (2002) suggested, there is another side to the debate. 
Some commentators believe that police have an important participatory role and make strong or 
even ideal facilitators as a result of their proximity to the justice system and the added formality 
that accompanies the position. The presence of a police officer who has been involved in the 
investigation can make sure that relevant details are brought forward and that disputes over the 
facts are largely prevented. The police officer may also be able to contribute ideas during the 
resolution and agreement phases of a process. Although the requirement to keep the peace during 
a restorative process has been found to be rare, the presence of a police officer makes this 
possible and has been found to be reassuring to victims and other participants (Dignan et al., 
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2007). From the interviews conducted by Hoyle et al. (2002), participants generally reported that 
the presence of police officers added a necessary element of formality in addition to making 
them feel safer.  

The presence of a police officer can appeal to offenders as well. Police are often trained 
in effective interviewing and building rapport with offenders and witnesses (Vanderhallen, 
Vervaeke, & Holmberg, 2011), which may also allow them to form an effective connection with 
these individuals as restorative justice participants. Similar to how victims may feel more safe 
and reassured by the presence of a police officer, an offender who has built some rapport with 
the officer at the investigative stage may also have those feelings. This might explain the fact 
that, although they were less favourable toward having police facilitate restorative justice than 
were other participants, more than 70% of offenders interviewed by Hoyle et al. (2002) approved 
of the police taking a facilitator role. Moreover, it appears from research findings that offenders 
can benefit just as much, if not more, from police facilitated processes than from civilian 
facilitated processes. Kroovand Hipple and McGarrell (2008) found that there were no major 
differences in the process or outcomes when police facilitated processes were compared to 
civilian facilitated ones. Interestingly, Sherman & Strang’s (2007) review actually found the best 
results on recidivism for police-facilitated conferences. 
 Although police can make good facilitators, the potential concerns highlight the need for 
police organizations and restorative justice programs to be cautious in this area. As was stated in 
the UNODC (2006) handbook, “[i]t is almost impossible to overemphasize the importance of the 
role of the mediator or facilitator in ensuring the success of restorative justice interventions” (p. 
65). Therefore, without adequate training and the matching of officers with the necessary skills 
and demeanor, establishing a program run by police-facilitators should probably be avoided. 
Additionally, the risk of conflicts of interest in cases where a police colleague was a victim, an 
offender, or may have erred during the investigation of an offence should be taken seriously, as 
should the potential for supervisors to expect police facilitators to gather evidence or intelligence 
through this role (Dignan et al., 2002), all of which would jeopardize the process and indeed the 
entire program. Therefore, when appropriate, police organizations and restorative justice 
programs can benefit greatly from the participation in and facilitation of restorative justice 
processes by knowledgeable and adequately trained police officers and this should be 
encouraged as one of their roles when possible.  
 
Police as Champions and Owners of Programs 

Police forces have historically taken a leadership role in restorative justice in some 
jurisdictions. Examples include the New South Wales Police in Australia, the Thames Valley 
Police in the United Kingdom, and the RCMP in Canada. In each example police leaders saw a 
model of police-led restorative justice that appeared to fit with their strategic direction and 
embraced it. In these jurisdictions, for a period of time, the police championed the use of 
restorative justice, spreading it to other parts of the criminal justice system and to other 
jurisdictions. While the contribution to the growth of restorative justice was great, the 
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sustainability of the police leadership and ownership of restorative justice is questionable. A 
review of these examples suggests that police are not best situated to take on the ownership of 
restorative justice, although there may be other ways to champion restorative justice without 
taking on that lead role. 

Restorative justice is not simply another policing program. It is an alternative way of 
directing criminal events toward a just outcome that requires a forward-thinking leadership role 
on the part of police to make it a core policing practice (Nicholl, 1999). But, whether that police 
leadership role extends into program ownership is an important question. According to the 
UNODC (2006) handbook, deciding upon which agency will take the leadership role of 
organizing and hosting a program is a decision that requires the weighing of several factors. A 
program that is owned by the police will have many elements of institutionalization as a result of 
its proximity to the criminal justice system. With this come the concerns previously discussed 
around institutionalization and police participation, such as the risk of jeopardizing restorative 
principles and the lack of appeal to a subset of offenders, victims, and community groups. It also 
comes with the benefits of improved legitimacy, easier access to referrals, and the perception of 
increased safety (UNODC, 2006). 

While police appeared to be ideally situated for taking a leadership role in the 1990s 
when community and problem-oriented policing were a main strategic priority in many 
jurisdictions, the role became less suitable as priorities changed (Deukmedjian, 2008). 
Throughout the 1990s, the RCMP took on a large leadership role in restorative justice, spending 
millions of dollars to develop the CJF model and train police members to be facilitators. 
Changing police priorities in Canada reversed the momentum of restorative justice across the 
country and sent the message that restorative justice was supported by leadership only due to its 
fit with the community policing priority and not its ability to achieve positive outcomes 
(Deukmedjian, 2008). The change in priority was detrimental to the program. The RCMP 
leadership and the Government of Canada withdrew funding and support and left the 
communities struggling to provide the pre-charge restorative justice programs that were already 
in place. The expectation for the RCMP to support the programs remained and fell to only very 
few dedicated personnel. The RCMP example demonstrated that when a police organization 
takes on such a strong leadership role, promoting, championing, developing, and funding its own 
program, the whole strategy of restorative justice becomes susceptible to “de-prioritization” 
(Deukmedjian, 2008).  

Similar developments occurred in the United Kingdom and Australia. In the United 
Kingdom, the Thames Valley Police, under the leadership of Sir Charles Pollard, adopted 
restorative cautioning in the late 1990s. Much like the RCMP, the work being done in Australia 
greatly influenced the perception in the United Kingdom that a police-led restorative justice 
approach was well-suited for the time (Davey, 2005). The restorative cautioning initiative was 
rolled out across the entire Thames Valley Police organization, with nearly 20,000 cautions 
being issued in the first three years (Hoyle et al., 2002). Other police forces in the country 
followed the lead of the Thames Valley Police, but the growth was unsustainable and by 2007, 
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only one other police force was still using the restorative cautioning process (Paterson & Clamp, 
2012). In Australia, the police-led program in Wagga Wagga was a highly influential program 
that was spread by its police creators across Australia and internationally. This program was 
actually disbanded only three years after it began, although other police-led programs continued 
in other Australian jurisdictions. Unlike the example in Canada with the RCMP, in both the 
United Kingdom and Australia, the governments took interest in restorative justice and the 
primary leadership transferred away from the police in a way that sustained or increased the 
momentum gained through police ownership (Joudo Larsen, 2014; Paterson & Clamp, 2012). 

Police ownership of restorative justice appears unsustainable and, when not transferred 
effectively, may ultimately be damaging to restorative justice in communities and to the 
reputation of the police. While taking ownership of restorative justice programs may appear 
suitable for the police, particularly when no other organization is willing or capable to do so, it is 
unlikely that restorative justice can meet its full potential as a policing program. Additionally, 
Roche (2003a) argued that as an entity that is accountable to the state more than to the 
community, police should not be viewed as suitable owners for restorative justice programs, a 
role which is much better suited to communities themselves or non-governmental organizations. 
A police-run program is likely preferable to a marginalized and unused standalone program or to 
no program at all, but it should be a goal of police-owned programs to move toward 
relinquishing full ownership over restorative justice to other capable agencies to avoid the 
problems of sustainability in the face of changing policing priorities.  
 
Restorative Policing 

It is clear that police have a role to play in restorative justice and that role can be one 
characterized by being aware of how and why to make effective referrals, supporting effective 
restorative justice practices through effective and appropriate referrals, participating and even 
facilitating when it is appropriate, and championing restorative justice without taking on an 
unsustainable leadership role. The term “restorative policing” used by the Thames Valley Police 
to refer to the way the police force underpinned its work with philosophies and principles of 
restorative justice may be a valuable term for the role of police in restorative justice. According 
to Mel Lofty (2002), restorative policing involves using ideas and techniques from restorative 
justice to solve policing problems; engaging the community and partners to share information 
and implement new initiatives; and building capacity for partners to take on many of the 
ancillary aspects of policing while freeing up the police to focus on reducing crime. These 
elements come together to enable the police to work with others “to repair the harm caused by 
crime and find real long term solutions for victims, community and offenders” (Lofty, 2002, p. 
3). Summarized into five goals, Paterson and Clamp (2012) concluded that restorative policing is 
intended to repair the harm caused by offending, reinvigorate the use of police discretion, 
encourage informal resolution of community problems and conflicts, enhance public confidence 
in the police, and reduce the costs to the criminal justice system.  
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As described by Paterson and Clamp (2012) restorative policing can include a number of 
specific activities for frontline members. Police can themselves initiate street level restorative 
interventions for incidents and conflicts that do not require a more formal approach. This could 
be a pre-charge intervention or may even be preventive in nature, intervening in a conflict that 
has not escalated to a criminal incident, which Bazemore & Griffiths (2003) suggested could 
expose the greatest number of individuals to restorative principles. For more involved cases, 
police can refer to a community or police-run program. Trained police officers may even 
facilitate a formal restorative justice process in appropriate cases. Additionally, police can lend 
their support and expertise to the development and implementation of restorative justice at other 
stages, such as preventive programs in schools and in communities, or programs offered by other 
criminal justice agencies. Police can also encourage the use of restorative justice parallel to other 
criminal justice interventions as part of their role with integrated offender management practices 
or as recommendations to the courts in the files they submit for charges. As has been stated 
earlier, participation on the part of police in restorative justice can occur in a variety of ways and 
at nearly every entry point from the criminal justice system if the police are aware of how to do 
so and why it is effective, are supportive of restorative justice, and encouraged to participate. 

A role of the police in line with the trend of restorative policing in the United Kingdom 
appears to match well with the findings from this review, although the risk of taking on too great 
a role remains present, particularly when available restorative justice options are limited. A 
discussion of restorative policing in Canada by Bazemore & Griffiths (2003) presented the 
concept as a logical and valuable step for police in this country. With the exception of actively 
developing restorative justice programs in communities, restorative policing, as described in the 
literature, enables police to make use of their discretion to not only find effective solutions to 
crime and community conflicts, but to also to empower communities to increase their own 
capacity. 

Despite obvious benefits of police involvement in restorative justice and adopting 
restorative principles into their daily policing activities, there are risks above and beyond taking 
on too great a role. Paterson and Clamp (2012) acknowledged other risks that police forces can 
take on when adopting this approach, such as being unable to influence police officers to change 
their perspectives, appearing soft on crime to the general public, and pursuing cost savings at the 
expense of effective restorative justice. Additionally, although Bazemore & Griffiths (2003) 
perhaps promoted a level of police involvement in program ownership that may ultimately 
jeopardize sustainability, they also acknowledged that too strong a focus on programs rather than 
on a vision for restorative policing based on restorative principles and values risks reducing what 
should be a holistic approach down to a policing add-on. The adoption of restorative policing 
without a vision for fully integrating restorative principles into daily policing will likely fail to be 
sustained or make meaningful contributions to communities. If these risks are not addressed by a 
police force, its ability to achieve the goals of restorative policing will be jeopardized. 

To overcome these challenges and maximize the potential of restorative policing, 
Paterson and Clamp (2012) made three recommendations. The first was to ensure that restorative 
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justice principles are embedded into the vision for the police organization through leadership 
within the organization, within policing associations, and within government. The nature of 
policing has been that change has had the greatest effect when communicated top down (Santos 
& Santos, 2012). This demonstrates to the frontline that there is an expectation that restorative 
policing will be adopted and followed. The second recommendation was to improve training to 
ensure that police have a full appreciation of restorative justice principles and have the skills to 
be restorative in their interactions (Paterson & Clamp, 2012). This may also require improving 
facilitator training if police officers take on this role. Adequate training has consistently been 
identified as necessary for facilitators and coordinators of restorative justice programs (Choi et 
al., 2012) and should also been viewed as necessary for police who are expected to make 
appropriate and effective referrals and otherwise participate in restorative justice processes. 
Finally, the third recommendation was to embed restorative policing goals into police 
performance measures (Paterson & Clamp, 2012). These performance measures would need to 
be both organizational and individual. Doing so would help to overcome the reluctance of police 
to make referrals and would incentivize officers to consider which justice avenue would produce 
the greatest results.  

Adopting a role of restorative policing may be a best practice for the RCMP in British 
Columbia to consider. This would require effort to change the role of police, both reducing the 
leadership role within community-level programs and enhancing the breadth of police awareness, 
support, and participation in the various restorative justice practices and processes operating in 
communities and across the justice system. There would be a need to reinvigorate interest in 
restorative justice within the RCMP in order to implement the recommendations of Paterson and 
Clamp (2012) to address the challenges that arise when adopting a restorative policing approach. 
There are some international examples from which lessons can be learned. Despite the effort 
involved, adopting a restorative policing approach, at least in some capacity, is one way in which 
the RCMP could help to maximize the potential of restorative justice to benefit the communities 
it serves. 
 

Learning From Theory and Best Practices 

Practice in British Columbia that Fits Theory and Best Practice 

Considering restorative justice theory and best practices from other jurisdictions 
nationally and internationally, there are several areas in which restorative justice in British 
Columbia is consistent. In terms of police involvement, restorative justice in British Columbia 
has been established as primarily community-led rather than police-led, maintaining beneficial 
and sustainable relationships in many jurisdictions. These partnerships between community-level 
programs and the police or other criminal justice agencies are working within legislation that is 
permissive and encouraging of diversion for youth offenders, which can prevent exposure to the 
potentially criminogenic effects of stigmatization and criminalization. The programs in place are 
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using processes that are well established elsewhere and found to be effective, while also adapting 
them to local needs. The programs are also adopting values that are internationally recognized as 
valuable to restorative justice and, in theory, should lead to effective outcomes for reducing 
reoffending. Importantly, various groups are looking to expand the use of restorative justice to 
other settings outside of the criminal justice system. 

The majority of restorative justice programs in British Columbia are community-led. 
While this has its disadvantages in terms of the stability of funding and the credibility within the 
criminal justice system, having community-led restorative justice has many benefits for the 
people living in those communities. Police or government agencies may be perceived as biased 
or authoritative as agents of the state, where community programs are made up of community 
members and are therefore representative of the population being served. This can enhance a 
sense of connection and trust, particularly for some populations who feel marginalized from the 
mainstream or have had negative experiences with the state authority. Being community-led also 
lends to the sustainability of a program, as there is less reliance on the performance of the 
coordinating role by police who may move around frequently and are subject to changing police 
and political priorities. There are very few programs in the province of British Columbia that are 
run by police or another criminal justice agency. 

However, despite having being primarily grassroots and community-led, restorative 
justice in British Columbia benefits from strong involvement by the police. Consistent with 
theory and best practices, the police are generally involved in restorative justice where it is 
available. While the level of involvement differs from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, participation of 
the police is generally within a viable framework. The range of police roles in restorative justice 
in this province vary from some simply serving as a referral agent to community programs to 
others who participate in the restorative processes to some even facilitating the process. While it 
is certainly not common, in a few cases, restorative justice programs are led by the police. 
Although there is debate regarding police involvement in actual restorative processes, with some 
expressing strong opposition to the presence of police and others arguing that police are critical 
to the process, as Bazemore and Griffiths (2003) stated, “[i]n any case, some primary police role 
in restorative decision making appears to be essential if restorative justice is to truly mean 
returning conflict resolution to relevant communities” (p. 5). The police have been playing an 
important role and continue to be looking to refine what that role will be.  

The processes being used by restorative justice programs in British Columbia are in line 
with proven practices used elsewhere. The three main practices in restorative justice within the 
province are: Victim-Offender Reconciliation, Sentencing and Peacemaking Circles, and Family 
Group Conferencing/Community Justice Forums. Elsewhere in the world, where restorative 
justice is well established and/or progressing, these processes are most often the standard 
practices. British Columbia is fortunate to have a number of experts who have been providing 
support to community-level programs to continue to strengthen their practices within these 
processes. 
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Adaptations of these processes are possible and are implemented where appropriate given 
the unique needs and circumstances in a community or a case. This is particularly true with First 
Nation communities in British Columbia, where, in many cases, restorative justice processes 
have been adapted to include components of justice that are traditional to those communities. 
These adaptations allow restorative justice processes to meet the needs of a broader array of 
individuals and communities and can help in finding ways to build stronger relationships among 
these individuals and a commitment to justice in these communities. Restorative justice 
processes and outcomes are most successful when the unique needs and characteristics of the 
community and the participants are accounted for. Restorative justice programs in British 
Columbia are very cognizant about respecting community diversity and adapting to the needs of 
those they serve, thereby enhancing effectiveness of processes and outcomes as well as the 
satisfaction of the participants. 

While there are no provincial standards of practice, ethical practice that upholds the 
values of restorative justice has been strongly promoted by the Ministry of Justice. Importantly, 
the values adopted by restorative justice programs tend to match international restorative justice 
values and are consistent with the process values listed in United Nations handbook of 
Restorative Justice Programs (UNODC, 2006). In conducting restorative processes, these values 
center around helping offenders to accept responsibility and be accountable to repair harm, 
ensuring voluntary participation of victims and offenders, promoting full and active 
participation, and empowering participants to express how they have been affected through safe 
and respectful processes that uphold their rights. In forming resolutions these values emphasize 
consensual outcomes, voluntary completion that relies on the commitment of the parties to the 
agreements, flexibility and responsiveness, and community empowerment to repair harm. In 
addition to contributing to more satisfactory outcomes, these values also appear to contribute to 
reducing reoffending. Given that the programs have been encouraged and guided to incorporate 
ethical and values-based practice, the field is likely well positioned to aggregate their program-
level standards into a conversation about provincial standards of practice in a way that 
Braithwaite (2002) considered a best practice for setting standards in restorative justice. 

In British Columbia, it is fortunate that legislation does not limit the use of restorative 
justice, allowing police and other agents of the criminal justice system to use their discretion to 
use restorative practices or make referrals to restorative justice programs. This means that the 
only limits to the use of restorative justice are the capacity of programs to take on referrals and 
the support from referral agencies and the communities they serve. In fact, there is legislation 
that actually supports the use of restorative justice. Currently, the Youth Criminal Justice Act 
enables and encourages pre-charge and post-charge restorative justice for youth. 

Additionally, while the pre-charge stage is where the majority of restorative justice 
processes are being conducted in the province, restorative justice is starting to get into schools 
and other informal restorative practices are being used preventively. Restorative justice has been 
shown to be effective in areas outside of the formal criminal justice realm and may be effective 
for promoting conflict resolution skills that can lead to long term crime prevention. By 
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expanding the use of restorative principles, the individuals and groups offering and promoting 
restorative justice in British Columbia are likely contributing to safer and healthier communities. 

  
Practice in British Columbia that is Counter to Theory and Best Practice 

While there are many areas in which restorative justice in British Columbia appears to be 
operating in ways consistent with theory and international best practices, there are some areas 
that are not. For the most part, restorative justice practices in British Columbia do not deviate 
from theory and best practice greatly, but with some changes, the effectiveness of these efforts 
could be greatly enhanced. These changes would require the recognition of restorative justice as 
an effective tool for reducing reoffending by both those within the field of restorative justice and 
those within the criminal justice system and to have this element included in the evaluation of 
programs. In accepting this, the focus and acceptance of programs should move away from being 
primarily or exclusively on youth and minor offending, and should be put toward incidents that 
are producing greater levels of harm in communities and the offenders who can benefit most 
from alternative approaches to justice. To accomplish more, the use of restorative justice and 
other restorative practices should be encouraged more broadly, both informally and in other parts 
of the criminal justice system. Although British Columbia has benefited from a grassroots 
growth of restorative justice supported by government, restorative justice has lacked the 
legitimacy and many of the other benefits that come from institutionalization. The province lacks 
some key elements to movie restorative justice forward, including a suitably positioned body, 
such as an advocacy association, to provide strong leadership; public policy or legislation that 
promotes the use of restorative justice; standards for practice and training; consistent funding; 
and a plan for the development of credible and professionalized practitioners. Additionally, 
despite the efforts of some, restorative justice in British Columbia has been largely offender-
focused, limiting its potential to provide a more meaningful form of justice to victims in the 
province. 

Despite there being numerous theories that lend support to the belief that restorative 
justice can reduce recidivism (Reintegrative Shaming Theory, Social Bond Theory, Moral 
Development Theory, Learning Theories, Neutralization Theory, Labeling Theory, Criminal 
Social Identity Theory, and Defiance Theory), there is a reluctance on the part of both those in 
the field and those in the criminal justice system to accept reducing reoffending as a main goal of 
restorative justice. It is not always a defined goal of restorative justice programs to reduce 
recidivism; it is looked at more as a positive by-product and therefore, it has not been an area 
that has received much focus or follow-up. Without holding crime reduction up as goal for 
restorative justice, the practices fail to achieve legitimacy and acceptance by those within the 
criminal justice system and the general public. British Columbia could look to the system in 
Nova Scotia as a guide, which has clearly stated its goals, which include reducing recidivism 
among other goals of criminal justice and restorative justice, as well as the objectives that guide 
programs to use restorative principles to achieve those goals. 
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There are many stakeholders who are very interested in restorative justice’s impact on 
recidivism, because without demonstrative evidence that restorative justice reduces reoffending, 
it is difficult to make a strong case to divert funding and cases that would otherwise go into the 
traditional criminal justice system. While other jurisdictions have put much greater efforts 
toward evaluating restorative justice program success based on recidivism of offender 
participants, there has been scarce effort in this province. The opportunity to collect and analyse 
data on the rates of recidivism after involvement in a restorative justice process is underutilized 
and has left questions unanswered. Without these answers, encouraging greater use of restorative 
justice and finding ways to improve practices becomes a substantial challenge. 

Presently, restorative justice in British Columbia is focused predominantly on youth. This 
is the case despite the fact that theory and evaluative research appear to suggest that youth who 
are at low risk to reoffend are not the prime candidates for restorative justice. While youth can 
certainly benefit from restorative practices and restorative justice in many cases, the predominant 
view that restorative justice is best used for youth and minor offending presents risks and lost 
opportunities for restorative justice in the province. A focus solely on youth who have committed 
minor offences can increase the risk of net widening by using restorative justice to address issues 
that would otherwise be largely ignored by the criminal justice system. While there are benefits 
for social control when done informally, when the process becomes quite formal for an offender 
who is unlikely to commit further offences, the use of restorative justice runs counter to lessons 
from Labeling Theory.  

Furthermore, although restorative justice programs report having a capacity to accept 
many more cases, its use for primarily minor offences committed by youth who would not 
otherwise be dealt with through the criminal justice system limits its potential to reduce the 
burden on the criminal justice system. Contrary to Moral Development Theory and Criminal 
Social Identity Theory, restorative justice in British Columbia excludes repeat offenders and 
offenders who have previously gone through restorative justice from the opportunity to 
participate in a restorative justice process for subsequent offences. The aforementioned theories 
suggest that these offenders can still benefit from participating in restorative justice, as it can 
further positively influence the offender’s level of moral reasoning and contribute to a pro-social 
identity. Additional evaluative evidence has demonstrated that restorative justice has the greatest 
positive impact on a justice system and society as a whole when it is effectively used to reduce 
the reoffending of offenders who present a notable risk of reoffending in ways harmful to 
society. Instead of being used to divert cases away from the overburdened criminal justice 
system, the current practice of excluding serious and repeat offenders in favour of youth who 
commit less serious offences puts increased criminal justice attention on those offenders least 
likely to need it and adds to the workload of police and other criminal justice agencies with little 
promise of return in reduced reoffending.  

In British Columbia, restorative justice is used primarily for non-serious offences, usually 
vandalism and shoplifting. As these offences typically do not have a clear victim who has been 
personally harmed by the actions of the offender (it is often a business, school, city or other 
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agency that is “victimized”) restorative processes have a tendency to be more offender-focused 
and exhibit fewer elements of what makes restorative justice beneficial to communities. The 
acceptance of restorative justice by corporate victims and victims of other property offences has 
been important to the growth of restorative justice in British Columbia, but the use of restorative 
justice in this way appears to be for reasons other than addressing the harm caused and needs of 
victims, offenders, and communities. There is reluctance to use restorative justice for offences 
that have identifiable victims who have been harmed in a direct and serious way. The programs 
are eager to accept these more complex and meaningful cases and theory and best practice 
supports the idea of creating a capacity to make this happen. While there is an enhanced level of 
caution to take and preparation to make with the involvement of a victim with complex needs, 
theory and practice have illustrated the benefits of their involvement to the victim, the offender, 
the process, and the outcome. For restorative justice to meet its potential to benefit communities 
with enhanced feelings of justice and better crime reduction outcomes, the focus should shift. 

This is not to suggest that the offences and incidents currently dealt with by restorative 
justice programs across the province should be ignored or dealt with more regularly through the 
pursuit of charges. These offences would ideally be dealt with through some type of formal or 
informal diversion process that could find adequate solutions while leaving trained restorative 
justice practitioners to address issues that involve more complex needs. At the same time, 
informal and preventive restorative justice is a realistic option that would avoid the need to fill 
program referral space with less serious offences. These practices also reduce the risks of 
stigmatization and labeling. British Columbia has done well at establishing programs that run 
restorative justice processes in place of formal charges, but the province does not have enough 
informal restorative practices to address issues and conflicts preventively without the greater 
level of criminal justice system involvement. Some informal restorative justice has emerged, 
such as in schools, but it is not a common procedure despite the benefit that such practices can 
provide. 

The majority of restorative justice processes that take place in British Columbia are at the 
pre-charge stage. There is limited use of restorative justice outside of pre-charge though there are 
a number of other points in the criminal justice system where it can be appropriate to make a 
referral and programs willing to take on these cases do exist. Other jurisdictions have 
successfully been using restorative justice readily at post-charge and post-sentence stages such as 
in the United Kingdom and other European countries. By not incorporating restorative justice at 
points other than pre-charge, potential participants, both offenders and victims, are being denied 
the opportunity to benefit from the restorative justice process. Given the fact that the law and/or 
the public do not support the use of diversion for certain serious offences, a system that relies 
primarily on pre-charge restorative justice will inevitably preclude these offences. This is 
problematic since the strongest evidence for the power of restorative justice to reduce 
reoffending has occurred for offenders with histories of criminality who commit serious offences 
and participate in restorative justice processes at later stages of the criminal justice system. 
Additionally, these offenders are typically at a higher risk to reoffend and currently present a 
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challenge when released from incarceration or otherwise expected to reintegrate into their 
communities. A greater variety of and willingness to use later stage restorative justice programs 
in British Columbia’s communities would be an important enhancement to what currently exists. 

As it stands, there are no defined standards that restorative justice programs in British 
Columbia are required to meet. With no consistent quality control measures in place, it is 
difficult for programs to establish confidence with the agencies and the communities that they 
aim to serve. The absence of standards leaves referral sources to wonder about the degree of 
proficiency with which the cases they refer to restorative justice will be handled. Although 
individual programs hold themselves to their own standards, partner agencies providing referrals 
appear to expect higher-level standards to be in place. This uncertainty limits referral numbers. 
Italy provides a similar example, where their model is not yet institutionalized and the lack of a 
regulatory framework negatively impacts the number of cases referred and the quality of services 
provided (Mastropasqua, 2010). Nova Scotia experienced a similar issue when they began 
implementing their institutionalized restorative justice, and addressed the problem through a 
process to collaboratively develop standards (Archibald and Llewellyn, 2006). The New Zealand 
government also identified the need to develop standards (New Zealand Ministry of Justice, 
2010). This is a necessary step for restorative justice in British Columbia, and fortunately, there 
are international examples and best practices, such as those outlined by Braithwaite (2002), to 
which the field in this province can look. 

Not only are there few consistent standards for programs in British Columbia, the 
standards that do exist do not specify what it means to be adequately trained. Requirements 
regarding education and training of restorative justice facilitators vary by program and are quite 
inconsistent. The topic is debated within the field in the province. Some argue for the need for 
higher training/educational requirements, while others advocate instead for better access to basic 
training to enable a greater number of volunteer facilitators to take part. There are options in the 
province for knowledge and skills training for restorative justice, however, the options are often 
not practical or accessible due to the length of training, the cost of training, the location of 
training, and/or the depth of training. Having adequate training has been identified by many 
scholars as a necessity, and the lack of adequate training has been found to weaken restorative 
justice outcomes (Choi et al., 2012). Perhaps a recognized training program or educational 
requirements tied to province-wide standards, similar to what exists in the United Kingdom 
through the Restorative Justice Council, could be a valuable addition to British Columbia’s 
restorative justice field to bring it closer to best practice. 

In order for standards to be most meaningful, there should be a common language for 
restorative justice that can be understood and shared by those in the criminal justice system as 
well as the general public. This will likely require a common definition for restorative justice in 
British Columbia so that it is clear to all stakeholders what restorative justice is in this 
jurisdiction. Those operating programs should view and understand restorative justice is much 
the same way as those who are explaining the options available to offenders and victims, making 
referrals, making decisions about funding, and studying the outcomes of the processes. Although 
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there are many definitions in the literature, some emphasizing processes and other focusing on 
principles, there is not a single definition that has been adopted. The common understanding that 
comes with a shared definition would be an important first step for establishing the standards that 
appear to be much needed for restorative justice in British Columbia. 

Restorative justice programs in British Columbia also do not have the benefit of a 
consistent funding framework. This has been identified by the community programs as a 
considerable challenge. There is also a great disparity in the provision of funding depending on 
the program framework. An equalizing funding framework, such as the referral-based one 
utilized in New Zealand, could address the funding concerns and bring balance to the distribution 
of financial support in an objective way. Such a funding structure would also enable the funding 
body to promote the use of victim-oriented processes, the acceptance of a greater variety of 
cases, and the adherence to standards. 

While the use of volunteers to facilitate processes is very consistent with restorative 
justice principles, in British Columbia there is often an over-reliance on volunteers in restorative 
justice programs. With one-third of the programs having no paid employees and relying totally 
on volunteers and the bulk of others with one paid employee and otherwise depending on 
volunteers, restorative justice programs in the province clearly are largely volunteer driven. Best 
practice appears to be to have an appropriate balance between volunteer facilitators and 
professionals, either from the criminal justice system or from other helping fields. While there 
are certainly advantages to having dedicated volunteers involved in restorative justice programs, 
experience has shown an over-reliance on volunteers with an under-representation of 
professionals can be detrimental to building credibility among referral agents who may be 
reluctant to relinquish control of their cases to those outside of the justice system. 

In some ways to compensate for the perceived lack of credibility and legitimacy of 
grassroots programs, the RCMP has taken on the lead in growing restorative justice in British 
Columbia, through the provision of free or low-cost training in the CJF model. This leadership 
role, though beneficial in contributing to the growth of restorative justice in the province, is ill-
fitting given the mandate of the organization and its scope of influence and decision making 
powers in this area. While it is clear that police should have a role in supporting and participating 
in restorative justice, the RCMP’s experience championing the CJF across Canada demonstrated 
that the responsibility for expanding and sustaining restorative justice belongs elsewhere. 
Looking at other jurisdictions that have successfully expanded their use of restorative justice, it 
was not the police who were at the helm of the movement. Where restorative justice has really 
taken off, it has been through government efforts supported by a willingness on the part of the 
police to make effective referrals. Growing restorative justice requires funding and legislative 
support which the government has the mandate to direct; the police are not in a position to 
provide either of these essential components. Police are vital partners in the movement, but not 
the appropriate catalysts for the change needed to move restorative justice in British Columbia 
further. A collective body of representatives from community-level restorative justice programs 
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and other proponents and experts in the field would better provide this catalyst role than would 
the police. 

Previously, it was mentioned that there is no legislation in British Columbia that limits 
the use of restorative justice and that the YCJA actually encourages it for youth justice. This has 
been positive for the increased use of restorative justice. However, there is a lack of legislation to 
provide for wider use of restorative justice. This is evident as the majority of cases that are 
referred to restorative justice involve youth. As has been experienced elsewhere, without 
legislation to support and encourage referrals, it is not likely that referrals will be plentiful. 
Although restorative justice can be appropriate for youth offenders, research has shown that 
restorative justice is actually more effective with adult offenders than with youth offenders 
(Sherman et al., 2014). Currently, legislation in British Columbia does not reflect this finding. In 
the absence of legislative changes, public policy should be developed to encourage greater use of 
restorative justice for adult offenders at various stages of the justice system in the “shadow of the 
law” as currently occurs effectively in the United Kingdom (AUTh Working Group, 2013). 

Additionally, restorative justice programs in British Columbia are primarily offender-
focused, as opposed to being victim-centred. Choi et al. (2012) concluded that failing to 
adequately meet victims’ needs was a main reason why some programs were found to be 
unsatisfactory for victims. This should be a real concern for programs in British Columbia, since 
much of the popular support for restorative justice arises through its claim to be a more 
satisfactory approach for victims. A number of programs recognize the tendency to be offender-
focused since most of their referrals come from the police. They actively try to balance their 
focus equally between victims and offenders and operate in a way that demonstrates regard for 
victims’ needs. Some programs desire to be more victim-focused but are not certain how to 
accomplish this shift. Implementing standards informed by contributions from victim services 
and other victim advocacy groups is an important step. Similarly, working with referral agents to 
remove offender-specific eligibility criteria or precluding restorative justice when the offender is 
unwilling or ineligible to participate is another potential step. Overall, becoming less offender-
focused requires rethinking restorative justice in a way that positions it as another service for 
victims and not simply as an alternative justice avenue for offenders. 

What Can Be Done to Improve Restorative Justice Outcomes in British Columbia? 

There are a number of potential ways for restorative justice in British Columbia to close 
the gap between current practice and what appears to be best practice based on international 
experiences and theory. Based on the gaps identified above, the following presents a list of 
potential options for the field of restorative justice to conform more closely to the findings from 
the literature reviews on theory and best practice. While the RCMP would have a role to play in 
enacting a strategy to accomplish some or all of the listed options, these points are beyond the 
purview of the RCMP alone, and should not be interpreted as a goal for the “E” Division 
Restorative Justice Program. Each point within the list is a complex process that will require 
collaboration between the various stakeholders involve in restorative justice in this province. 
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Restorative justice in British Columbia could align more closely with theory and best 
practice by developing a collaborative province wide strategy to: 
• establish a shared definition and common language for restorative justice in British 

Columbia; 
• encourage the establishment of a body to represent and advocate for the interests of 

restorative justice in British Columbia with a unified voice on multi-agency committees 
and in other high-level partnerships; 

• emphasize the expectation that restorative justice can and should reduce reoffending;  
• hold programs accountable and learn through program evaluations;  
• shift and broaden the focus of restorative justice to more complex cases and more 

criminally involved offenders;  
• encourage the implementation of a greater number of later stage programs and preventive 

restorative practices; 
• develop best practice standards and credible training requirements;  
• implement a more stable funding structure for restorative justice programs;  
• balance the over-reliance on volunteerism with greater professional involvement; 
• encourage a restorative policing role in which police are fully aware of restorative justice, 

are supportive of it, and take part in it, but do not adopt the primary leadership role; 
• enhance government support for restorative justice through legislation or public policy; 

and  
• promote restorative justice as a service for victims.  
 

An Ideal Future for Restorative Justice in British Columbia 

When asking about the ideal future for restorative justice in British Columbia, the 
questions focused on issues such as standardization, institutionalization, and professionalism. 
These questions gauged the level of consensus around the direction programs and stakeholders 
wanted to see the field go with regard to its proximity to the criminal justice system and the level 
of involvement on the part of the government. Their responses, though not forming a consensus, 
suggest that collaborating to build a shared vision for an ideal future is a realistic goal. 

There is certainly not a consensus among programs when it comes to standardization, 
institutionalization, and professionalism in restorative justice. Most of those interviewed 
commented on the importance of restorative justice having a balance between community 
involvement and professionals (though many commented that they did not agree with the term 
“professional” as they consider many of their staff and volunteers as professionals based on their 
training and/or experience). There were differing opinions, however, on how this balance should 
look. Views on the ideal proportion of volunteers, paid employees and professionals within 
restorative justice varied with some believing that programs function best when the majority are 
community volunteers, others believing that there needs to be more paid employees with varying 
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degrees of support from volunteers and differing views on the involvement of professionals. 
Most commented that the ideal structure and composition of a program will vary from 
community to community and will depend on such things as the exact nature of the program, the 
volume of cases, the level of community involvement, and various other factors. 

A great deal of emphasis was placed on volunteers being a critical part of restorative 
justice programs. The volunteers are a direct representation of the community bringing diversity, 
life experience, and a variety of skills to the table. Their participation in restorative justice is at 
no cost, which is particularly important for programs struggling with funding. It was also 
regularly mentioned that participants in the process see the involvement of volunteers as being 
from the heart, making them feel genuinely cared for. Most of those interviewed regard their 
volunteers in high esteem, considering them the life blood of the program. They acknowledged 
that it is extremely important to have the right people involved in a program. A critical 
component of this is the proper management of volunteers by program staff to ensure quality 
control and consistency, and to provide appropriate mentorship. It was clear from the responses 
that volunteer management can become very time consuming and in some cases requires a full 
time position when the number of volunteers increases. Opinions on the ideal ratio of volunteers 
to staff ranged from 5:1 to 25:1, with 10:1 voiced as optimal most often.  

In general, those interviewed felt that it is important for each program to have at least one 
paid “qualified” employee. Several people felt that there should be more paid employees with 
“proper credentials” for reasons such as bringing the program credibility and stability and for 
proper volunteer and case management. The number of paid employees in an ideal situation 
would of course be dependent on the particulars of the program itself and would require the 
appropriate funding. Few details were provided on what specifically would or should make an 
employee qualified or possessing proper credentials. This is perhaps an area that will require 
further discussion within the field. 

The term professional for the purposes of this report refers not only to paid employees of 
community-level programs, but also to the involvement of government agents, police officers, 
probation officers, lawyers, judges, academics, social workers, victim services workers, 
counsellors, and those within other helping fields. While most interviewees acknowledged the 
need for some professional involvement, the degree to which it was felt that professionals should 
be involved in restorative justice programs was not consistent. The ideal proportion of 
participation from this category according to respondents was quite varied, ranging from 5% - 
33%. While an ideal percentage was not specified, it is clear, based on the responses, that there is 
little desire for programs to be founded upon professionals. Program representatives and 
stakeholder suggest that the programs need to be community-based with the support of 
professionals. Professionals are seen to be valuable for purposes of compiling and completing 
research, best practices, evaluations, and components of training. It was also suggested by 
interviewees that these professions would be ideally involved as board members for community-
level programs where they can help to guide appropriate practice. 
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Whether volunteer or paid, the qualifications of restorative justice facilitators and other 
practitioners is a topic that generates discussion. When it comes to qualifications for restorative 
justice practitioners, a degree, or other form of formal education, was not considered necessary 
by most of those interviewed. There were interviewees who expressed that having the most 
qualified and credentialed facilitators would be ideal, but that attracting or developing such 
people would need to be a long term goal. Most responses looked more at the short term, 
suggesting that while a background in areas such as social services or mediation was seen as a 
valuable asset, a basic understanding of restorative justice would meet the minimum 
requirements. This can be obtained by taking a basic-level training course. It was generally felt 
that having novices shadow and co-facilitate with more experienced facilitators can provide 
adequate qualifications, and that ensuring consistent practice and building experience are the 
most important parts of developing skilled facilitators. Most interviewees felt that a person’s 
characteristics and interpersonal skills are more important than formal qualification. Qualities 
considered requisite for a facilitator were very consistent including things such as excellent 
interpersonal and communication skills, organizational skills, compassion and empathy, 
facilitation skills, and being assertive, unbiased, non-judgmental and respectful. It was suggested 
that even the most credentialed person will not make a good restorative facilitator if he or she 
does not possess these skills and qualities.  

Ideally, according to many of those interviewed, restorative processes would be common 
practice and simply “the way we do business” in matters of justice throughout the province. It 
was voiced by some interviewees that institutionalization is the only way to receive the necessary 
funding, support, and maintenance of best practices. This view was most prominent among 
programs benefiting from their close proximity to the criminal justice system and among 
stakeholders closest to the criminal justice system. However, most held the belief that 
institutionalization of restorative justice is not a simple answer and had some reservations due to 
the uncertainty about what such a direction would look like. For most, institutionalization was 
worth consideration and felt it could work, though they qualified their answers with caveats. The 
main factors that seemed to appeal to most interviewees were the increased support and 
legitimacy, the greater use of restorative practices that would likely result, and the broader 
availability of processes across the stages of the criminal justice system. There was a great deal 
of support and a strong desire for having restorative justice processes available at all points in the 
criminal justice system: from pre-charge to post-release and all stages in between. 

On the other hand, a small number of interviewees felt that restorative justice is not 
suitably positioned if embedded in a governmental structure. These responses often focused on 
the same concerns voiced by those more in favour of institutionalization, but saw the concerns as 
less likely to be mitigated in a meaningful way. For example, it was suggested that losing a sense 
of community and connectedness to restorative justice is one of the potential risks and pitfalls of 
institutionalization. It was feared that the autonomy and diversity that exists when programs are 
community led and community driven would be lost. It was also argued that restorative justice in 
an institutionalized framework would lose the “heart and spirit” that drives it in a community-
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based model. It was felt that restorative justice would have different dynamics if it was to 
become someone’s job versus someone’s passion. Comments were also made about the risk of 
restorative justice becoming overly bureaucratic. Concern was voiced regarding the 
voluntariness of participation in restorative justice when it is formally interwoven in the criminal 
justice system. While even opponents often recognized the potential benefits of 
institutionalization, such as having formal standards and guidelines, they felt the community 
engagement, flexibility, passion, and voluntariness that are currently inherent in community-
based restorative justice in the province could be jeopardized.  

 
Interviewees’ Views on the Role of the Government in Restorative Justice 

 Interviewees were questioned specifically about what role the various levels of 
government should play in restorative justice. This question elicited fairly consistent responses 
from the programs that were interviewed, as their needs from the government are largely shared. 
Stakeholders, some coming from roles more closely linked to the government, discussed many of 
the same issues, but addressed them from other very important perspectives. A quote attributed 
to Kay Pranis, a noted scholar and trainer in restorative justice in North America, was provided 
and identifies some of the key themes that arose as a result of this question: “The appropriate 
role of state, national, or regional leadership is to articulate the vision, disseminate information, 
and provide support and technical assistance to jurisdictions attempting to evolve to a more 
restorative approach.” The most commonly discussed role was in terms of the provision of 
support and what that support should look like. 
 One of the roles that many felt was an important one for government was as a provider of 
funding. This was felt to be the case for all levels of government; federal, provincial and 
municipal, though the structure of how this might look was not often provided. One person stated 
that: “Given that the laws pertaining to justice are established nationally, that government is 
responsible for community safety and support, and that specifically, the YCJA includes 
reparation of harm, the federal government should support provinces through funding, training, 
and generally helping to keep it alive at the provincial level. Since the administration of justice is 
delivered provincially, both levels of government should be involved in providing funding, 
training, and implementation similar to the way in which other justice processes are supported.” 
Another person expressed that both municipal and provincial governments can play a funding 
role but that currently, the municipal government is playing a larger role than provincial. In 
another response, a pluralistic funding structure was also suggested. It could be that municipal 
funding would be provided for processes to respond to bylaw offences, for some pre-charge 
diversion processes for some criminal offences referred by police, and for preventive restorative 
practices in the community. Provincial and federal funding could be provided for more serious 
diversion cases that would otherwise go to provincial or federal courts, for cases referred by 
Crown counsel or judges, and for community referrals coming from provincial or federal 
corrections. Regardless of the nature of how the costs of funding would be allocated, there was a 
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strong view that the governments need to accept a greater role in funding restorative justice and 
discussions about how adequate funding could be provided should occur. 
 While not universally accepted by programs and stakeholders, most expressed that the 
governments have a role to play in creating policies, legislation, and standards to enable and 
encourage the use of restorative justice while maintaining an acceptable level of quality service. 
While no one interviewed wanted the governments to develop standards unilaterally, it was clear 
that the governments would need to play a role in the development and enforcement of standards 
and best practice guidelines. Some expressed a need for governments to not only create policies 
but also to emphasize to criminal justice agencies the need to follow those that already exist. For 
example, the YCJA states that extrajudicial measures must be considered for youth. It was 
mentioned that the governments should have a role in ensuring that this is done. It was suggested 
that such a role would encourage increased use of restorative justice, at least for youth. 
Additional policies and legislation to promote the use of restorative justice were also welcomed 
by those interviewed. 
 It was also generally felt that government needs to play a greater role in promoting 
restorative justice to raise awareness and buy-in. Advocacy by the government would bring 
enhanced credibility to and recognition of restorative justice, which is essential to take 
restorative justice to the next level in the province. Ultimately, programs want to see restorative 
justice integrated in to the larger fabric of society in some fashion and support from government 
at all levels is essential for that to happen, no matter which model is applied. In this way, 
programs and stakeholders alike would like to see guidance from the levels of government on not 
just articulating a vision for restorative justice, but on championing that vision and encouraging 
those with a role in it to do their part. 
 

The RCMP’s Role in an Ideal Restorative Justice Future 

Interviewees’ Views on the Role of the “E” Division RCMP Restorative Justice Program 

 The interviews typically ended with questions about the ideal role of the “E” Division 
RCMP Restorative Justice Program and frontline police to get an idea of what community 
programs, stakeholders, and the frontline police want to see from the supporting headquarters 
unit. A few of the respondents indicated that they were either not aware of the “E” Division 
Restorative Justice Program or that they knew of the program but were not familiar with what 
support could be provided. Many provided insight to their desires from the program and what 
they envisioned the program should look like in order to address and meet their needs. Several of 
the respondents indicated that they were satisfied with the support provided by the “E” Division 
Restorative Justice Program. 
 The feeling among some respondents was that “E” Division needs to work more closely 
with decision-makers, less so than with front line employees. Most would like to see them more 
as an advocate for restorative justice, making efforts to advance the restorative justice movement 
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in the province and solicit and achieve greater support from the provincial and municipal 
governments. As the RCMP is the provincial police force and main referral agent for restorative 
justice, many interviewees stated very strongly that they felt the RCMP is best positioned and 
best informed to “steer the ship”. Mentorship and support for both detachments and community 
programs were also seen as important to the role. Support from a restorative justice 
expert/resource for practitioners from a divisional perspective was valued and it was suggested 
that evaluations completed with detachments regarding the effectiveness of restorative justice 
processes, their level of satisfaction with their area program, and any concerns that they might 
have would be a beneficial role that the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program could take on. 
 Some stated that they would like to see the RCMP provide funding for restorative justice 
programs to contribute to their sustainability. The importance of the “E” Division RCMP 
Restorative Justice Program providing training and training materials was an area that that was 
brought up by many. There was particular emphasis placed on the fact that training to this point 
has been provided at no cost to the programs and that without this free training, their programs 
would not be where they are now and may not be able to continue to exist. “E” Division 
providing training was also argued to be important as it is regarded as being consistent and 
organized and contributing to efforts to standardize aspects of restorative justice in the province. 
Many respondents commented that when the RCMP provides training, it is seen by the RCMP 
members as more credible and helps programs to enhance their credibility as a result. A few 
opposed this view and felt that trainers should be civilians, not police officers. 
 The theme of standardization came through not only for training but also for referrals, file 
management and process audits. Many respondents indicated that they desired a standardized 
form for referrals and file documentation and felt that this should come from the “E” Division 
Restorative Justice Program. A referral checklist was one suggestion to assist with achieving 
consistency for making referrals to restorative justice. Some detachments have created their own 
forms for when they are making a referral to restorative justice; others expressed a need for a 
template.  
 Scoring on PRIME was identified as an issue where there has been confusion and 
inconsistency. Standardization for scoring on PRIME when restorative justice is utilized is 
desired for better identification of files and retrieval of information related to restorative justice. 
On a similar note, a tracking tool for restorative justice was mentioned as an important 
mechanism to have for the purposes of tabulating and providing statistics. Many respondents 
expressed that they hoped “E” Division could assist in the collection and distribution of 
restorative justice related statistics such as numbers of cases, types of cases, number crunching 
for cost comparison of restorative justice versus traditional court system, recidivism rates, among 
other information. Smaller programs in particular articulated that this would be a large benefit 
for them as it would help to arm them with information that they hope would contribute to 
getting more buy in from their communities, police, and other potential partners and referral 
sources.  
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 There is a great desire for information, such as that mentioned above, to be disseminated 
from the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program to programs and liaisons throughout the 
province. Essentially, the interviewees suggested that “E” Division could act as information gate 
keepers sharing statistics, best practices, success stories, resources, programs contact 
information, and other types of information. This would help programs and personnel to be 
connected at a provincial level, not just locally, for a broader perspective. These topics were also 
suggested to be part of a workshop that could be organized and hosted by the “E” Division 
program. An event such as this would also provide the opportunity for networking and further 
information sharing. 
 A common suggestion for the “E” Division program from respondents was to increase 
restorative justice knowledge among detachment members. It was regularly brought up that it 
would be advantageous to educate members by doing some sort of information session, 
orientation, or watch briefing presentation. This suggestion is not surprising considering the 
findings in Section One where many noted high rates of member turn over, and therefore lack of 
knowledge of restorative justice, as a major challenge and roadblock to achieving greater buy-in 
and referral rates. It was felt that member education is critical, but is not necessarily easy or 
simple for their programs to achieve and maintain. Mandatory training on restorative justice, 
potentially via e-learning format, was suggested by a number of people but there are others that 
are vehemently opposed to e-learning, presumably because of their knowledge of the vast 
amount of mandatory training that currently exists for members and that much learning has been 
converted to electronic format which can have drawbacks.  
 Some respondents also felt that it would be helpful for “E” Division to develop and 
provide physical materials such as brochures and pamphlets about restorative justice from an 
RCMP perspective. They suggested that this could help enhance awareness about restorative 
justice among police personnel and the general public who are potential users of or referral 
sources to restorative justice processes. General enhancement of communication with the 
community was also desired along with the supplying of press releases, statistics, and good news 
stories related to restorative justice that could be used for media and presentation purposes. 
 While there were many conflicting views of the ideal role for the “E” Division 
Restorative Justice Program, some more closely conforming to the findings from theory and best 
practices than others, it is clear that all stakeholders want the RCMP to have a meaningful role. 
As the “E” Division Program cannot take on all of the suggested roles, there will be some 
stakeholders who will ultimately question the decisions made, regardless of which roles are 
accepted and which are not. This emphasizes the need to make careful decisions about the future 
of “E” Division’s program and to communicate the chosen direction appropriately to the various 
stakeholders.  

Interviewees’ Views on the Role of Frontline Police in Restorative Justice 

 When asked about the ideal role for frontline police, interviewees discussed many of the 
roles that were described in the subsection of the literature review on policing roles in restorative 
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justice. They discussed the need for police to be effective referral agents by being aware and 
supportive of restorative justice. Others provided input on the issue of police participation and 
specifically facilitation in restorative justice. In general, the majority of those interviewed saw 
the police fitting best into the restorative justice realm as partners to restorative justice programs 
rather than running them. 
 Most of those surveyed recognized police as key referral agents and placed most 
emphasis on this function. The community programs, particularly given their current reliance on 
police pre-charge referrals, strongly felt that this is a role that needs to continue. They want 
police to be more informed and more supportive of restorative justice, in order to use their 
discretion to identify suitable participants and make referrals. A number of interviewees from 
both community programs and police believe that in order to do this, there is a need for more 
training and information sharing on restorative justice. If police are going to play any role, it was 
suggested that a greater understanding of what restorative justice is, what it can do, and when it 
works best is needed. Some suggested that frontline police can only get this awareness from 
within their organization, such as through the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program. 
Additionally, having a trained, well informed, and supportive restorative justice liaison member 
in each detachment was one recommendation that was made to help enhance knowledge among 
detachment members and develop a strong relationship with the community program. 
 In the role of referral agent, a supportive partner, not just a casual consumer, was often 
desired. Support for restorative justice from the police was appreciated particularly when police 
promote restorative justice both internally within their detachment and externally out to the 
community. Frontline support may also come from involvement and interaction with the 
program to maintain relationships. In-kind contributions were also seen as important support 
from the police. These in-kind contributions were often in reference to office space, stationary 
and supplies, and the use of technology, like police data systems. These contributions not only 
save programs the costs, they also represent that the police value the programs and are invested 
in its success. Some even liked the idea of police contributing funding toward the salaries of paid 
restorative justice personnel.  
 It was viewed that this support for restorative justice and the emphasis on being aware 
and active as a referral agent needs to come from the top down. Senior management sets the tone 
in their sphere of influence and respondents felt that they need to really get on board with 
restorative justice, promote it to their members, and ensure their members are educated on the 
topic. Police leaders were also seen as an important group to publicly support restorative justice 
and collaborate with community restorative justice advocates.  
 In addition to being aware and supportive referral agents, police participation in 
restorative justice was also mentioned regularly. It is largely felt that, depending on the case, 
participation by police in some way may be beneficial. Involvement behind the scenes was 
considered appropriate and often valuable in the sense that the police can provide facts and 
perspective during meetings with facilitators prior to the process/conference. When it comes to 
police actually participating in the conference, most said that this should be determined on a case 
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by case basis. Some interviewees referred to the benefit of police being present and participating 
in a conference in order to be in the role of information/fact providers. For those that were 
supportive of police participation, they commonly recommended that police attend in civilian 
attire, not in uniform. These interviewees argued that police attending conferences, out of 
uniform in particular, can help people to see the human side of the officer (and police in general) 
and contribute to building trust (this can be the case for both the victim and the offender). 
 On the other hand, some of the interviews revealed little support for police participation 
in restorative justice. On this point, it was argued that it may do more harm than good for a 
police officer to be present during a conference. Most felt that the facilitator should make the 
determination whether or not a police officer should or should not attend. Therefore, there was 
little support for programs that mandate police to attend restorative justice processes, but a great 
deal of support for police being encouraged to participate when appropriate. 
 Where there was much agreement among respondents was that, whether or not they are 
present, police should not be facilitators of the restorative justice conference. Many argued that 
police, as agents of the justice system, can simply not be (or cannot be perceived to be) a neutral 
and unbiased party. By virtue of their position, police are authoritative and this can pose a 
problem when it comes to the need for the balance of power in the process to be between the 
participants and not include the facilitator. Some expressed that this could be particularly 
problematic in First Nations communities. This is not to say that police cannot participate in a 
restorative justice process involving First Nations participants, but rather, it was suggested that 
this occur when there is an invitation to participate. If the police officer is from the community, it 
was also brought up that this could be an issue as it could easily be perceived that there is a 
conflict and that essential neutrality would be negated.  
 There were some exceptions, as some interviewees recognized that due to the remote and 
isolated nature of some communities, police officers have taken on the role of restorative justice 
facilitator out of necessity. They acknowledge that certain police officers can do a good job of 
the process and add that it is better for a well-trained sensitive police officer to facilitate 
conferences rather than for them to not occur at all. They felt however, that it is better for key 
community members to take on this role rather than the police, who should be used as a last 
resort. Although, it was recognized that police facilitate restorative justice conferences in other 
parts of the world, it was largely felt that this is not appropriate for British Columbia.  
 It was also mentioned, though not often, that there needs to be a role for the police in 
ensuring compliance with the restorative justice agreements. This is one of the roles mentioned 
in the UNODC (2006) handbook. This role was not regularly discussed in detail during the 
interviews. It was suggested that this could be a good fit for agreements if they were more 
closely linked to criminal justice system, such as restorative justice at the post-charge or pre-
sentence stages or if restorative justice was used in an offender management role.  
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Section 2 Key Findings 

A Focus on Recidivism 

• The goals of the Criminal Justice System and that of restorative justice are not in contrast, 
however, they do differ in which goals are emphasized and order of importance. The 
different emphasis placed on the goal of preventing future crime is perhaps the greatest 
area for potential conflict between the values of the criminal justice system and those of 
restorative justice. 

• In order for a society that identifies more with a retributive response to criminal 
behaviour to view restorative justice as an appropriate and successful form of justice, 
restorative justice programs should be evaluated based on their ability to reduce 
offending (among other measures). 

Findings from Criminological Theory to Reduce Recidivism 

• Several distinct and inter-related theories provide support and explanation for why 
restorative justice processes could reduce recidivism. Some theories include: 
Reintegrative Shaming Theory, Social Bond Theory, Moral Development Theory, 
Learning Theories, Neutralization Theory, Labeling Theory, Criminal Social Identity 
Theory, and Defiance Theory.  

• These theories also provide some guidance for improving restorative justice practices to 
most effectively reduce reoffending. 

• Reintegrative Shaming Theory suggests that in order to affect the likelihood of 
recidivism, restorative justice processes must be more reintegrative than stigmatizing. To 
accomplish this most effectively they should be used for crimes that have harmed 
someone, include the victims, and provide the victims the opportunity to express the 
effects of the harm. Also, in order for restorative justice processes to have the potential to 
reduce recidivism, they must include respected members of the offender’s social group 
who are meaningful to the offender, who truthfully view the act as unacceptable, and who 
are willing to welcome the offender back into the social group. 

• Social Bond Theory identifies four bonds that provide formal and informal social control 
enough to prevent people from using crime to meet their needs in the easiest way 
possible: Attachment, Commitment, Involvement, and Belief. To improve the likelihood 
of restorative justice processes reducing recidivism, the emphasis should be placed on 
strengthening one or all of the four bonds during the process itself or in the agreements 
afterwards. 

• Moral Development Theory informs that restorative justice processes will reduce the 
likelihood of reoffending if they can move an offender's level of moral reasoning into the 
conventional stage from the pre-conventional stage. Restorative justice will likely have 
the greatest benefit for reducing recidivism in those who rationalize at lower levels, since 
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the process would provide an opportunity for the necessary exposure to and reflection on 
other perspectives that may not exist otherwise. Emphasis needs to be placed on finding 
appropriate pro-social activities following the restorative process. This should also 
inform policies about being acceptant of repeat offenders and those who have already 
participated in a restorative justice process, as those who were not successful in making a 
complete change in their behaviour after such experience may still benefit from the 
process. 

• Learning theories would suggest that having pro-social and influential members from the 
offender’s social group or others that the offender can look up to attend the process and 
express disapproval for the harm could help to change the offender’s behaviour and 
views toward crime. Additionally, by providing support for the offender and his/her 
decision to make reparations, these influential individuals may be reinforcing the pro-
social behaviours that are desired. These theories also suggest that outcomes of 
restorative justice processes should focus on increasing the offender’s exposure to 
positive role models, like mentors, and attempting to separate offenders from those who 
would provide anti-social influences. 

• According to Neutralization Theory, restorative justice may be effective in reducing 
further offending because it confronts and overcomes the neutralizations that an offender 
may use, which then allows the effects of social control to prevent further offending. 
Therefore, from this perspective, restorative processes will have greater potential to 
reduce recidivism if they are able to uncover an offender's neutralizations and confront 
them with the reality that those neutralizations do not diminish the seriousness of the 
harm caused. 

• From the perspective of Labeling Theory, restorative justice could be viewed as 
preventing future offending that may be caused by the labeling that occurs by using the 
formal criminal justice system to respond to more minor offences in the early stages of an 
offender’s “criminal history”. Labeling Theory should provide a warning against “net-
widening” or using this less-formal response to crime to address issues that would 
otherwise be largely ignored by the criminal justice system. 

• Criminal Social Identity Theory supports the idea that if restorative justice is used instead 
of the criminal justice system, the experience is more likely to be constructed as to not 
contribute to the rejection of pro-social roles, but may instead emphasize the positive 
aspects of the offender that may contribute to a pro-social identity. Additionally, for those 
offenders who have already developed a criminal identity, restorative justice might 
reduce recidivism through a focus on those social groups and situations in which the 
offender uses pro-social schemas. When supporters of the offender who initiate those 
pro-social schemas are brought into the restorative justice process, the result might be to 
begin re-emphasizing an overall pro-social identity. This theory can be used to support 
the inclusion of both offenders who have yet to progress to a serious criminal social 
identity and those whose criminal identity has already been established. 
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• Defiance Theory claims that crime occurs as a future response to a criminal sanction 
when all of the following four conditions are met: 1) the offender perceives the sanction 
as unfair or illegitimate; 2) the offender has weakened bonds to the sanctioning authority 
or the community it represents; 3) the offender perceives the sanction as stigmatizing in 
that it rejects him/her and not the offence; and 4) the offender denies the shame that the 
sanction has caused him/her to feel. Learning from this theory, restorative justice 
processes need to ensure that one or more of the conditions does not occur. The values of 
restorative justice are largely compatible with this goal. The key to achieving it is in 
showing respect and allowing the offender to be heard, which increases the likelihood 
that the offender will see the process and its outcome as fair, and will then encourage 
him/her to view the law as more legitimate and something that should be obeyed. If this 
occurs and the restorative process and/or its outcomes result in stronger social bonds, the 
theory suggests that it will result in lower rates of recidivism. 

Other Findings from Theory 

• Taken together, the theories suggest that rather than widening the criminal justice net by 
using restorative justice to respond to the offending of youth at low risk to reoffend, 
referral practices should be opened to further include more adult offenders including 
serious adult offenders and those without a criminal history. Pre-charge referrals for first-
time and low-risk youth offenders should be limited, with alternative extra-judicial 
measures or informal restorative practices being considered first. For higher-risk youth 
offenders and most adult offenders, restorative justice at the pre-charge stage is likely an 
appropriate default response, with a strong consideration for restorative justice processes 
at later stages for those offenders whose unwillingness to take responsibility, offence 
types, and/or risk to reoffend demand a criminal justice system response. 

• Extra consideration is likely warranted if programs consider taking on cases involving 
offenders and victims with different cultural backgrounds, having unbalanced cultural 
representation in the process, and including police or other authority figures in the 
process. 

• The use of restorative justice with offenders who are unable to develop empathy or feel 
remorse for their offence should be avoided. 

• Elements of restorative justice, such as requiring the offender to take responsibility, 
ensuring voluntary participation, creating flexibility in the process, maintaining fairness, 
and protecting participants’ safety, respect, and individual rights, all contribute to 
reducing recidivism. Apology and forgiveness can also contribute to meaningful 
outcomes that reduce recidivism, but should not be considered necessary components of 
restorative justice programs. 

• Restorative justice can contribute to crime prevention generally, such as in enhancing 
social capital within communities, reducing overall levels of suffering, and reducing 
feelings of revenge among victims and community members. 
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• Restorative justice can effectively prevent conflicts and build conflict resolution skills in 
pre-offence contexts. It has shown to be effective in settings such as schools where 
restorative processes have been used to respond to levels of conflict that would otherwise 
fall within the school’s disciplinary structures and taught as a method to respond to 
conflicts of lesser seriousness. 

• For offences that involve an upsetting of the balance of power and status, restorative 
justice processes that require the fulfillment of an obligation may need to be combined 
with a criminal justice response in order to meet the expectations of victims and 
observers. 

• Effective dissemination of information about the purpose, principles, values, and 
importantly the crime prevention successes of restorative justice would perhaps improve 
public support. 

Key Findings from International Best Practices 

• Restorative justice has similar roots and has developed in a similar fashion in a number of 
Western countries around the world. Pioneering Victim-Offender Mediation in Canada 
prompted similar programs around the world. In the 1990s the Family Group 
Conferencing model spread from New Zealand to Australia and then to many other 
countries, often by police forces. Sentencing Circles, developed in the Yukon to more 
appropriately sentence Canadian Aboriginal offenders, also spread around the world. 

• Victim Offender Mediation (VOM) is the most frequently used restorative justice process 
in Europe and is also common in North America. Conferencing is the most prominent in 
Australia and New Zealand, although other processes have been established. Sentencing 
Circles appear to be common in jurisdictions that have traditionally struggled to provide 
appropriate justice options for indigenous communities. 

• Although not conclusive, there is evidence that restorative justice process can reduce 
recidivism and produce benefits greater than those achieved by traditional criminal 
justice approaches. Research has not suggested that any one of the major restorative 
justice processes produces better outcomes than the others, although the most robust 
evidence produced to date appears to be from conferencing programs. 

• The strongest support for restorative justice processes reducing recidivism is for 
programs for adults that take place at later stages in the criminal justice process and are 
integrated into the criminal justice system. 

• Jurisdictions around the world have been gradually integrating restorative justice 
principles into their legislation and criminal justice systems. There is a large variation in 
the level of integration, with some jurisdictions, like New Zealand, having relatively 
institutionalized restorative justice and other jurisdictions, like many states in the United 
States, having only very grassroots programs. 

• The literature on institutionalization of restorative justice into the larger criminal justice 
system identifies a debate. Supporters of institutionalization point to improved legitimacy 
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and greater use of restorative processes as a benefit of integration into the criminal justice 
system. Opponents express concern about the potential for the state and the criminal 
justice system to jeopardize the restorative principles by integrating restorative practices 
into a retributive framework. 

• Research on restorative justice programs that can be characterized as institutionalized 
found that their restorative principles were not compromised by their proximity to the 
criminal justice system. 

• Restorative justice has not always been found to be satisfactory for victims. Effort on the 
part of programs to ensure adequate training in restorative principles, reflective and 
reflexive practice, thorough preparation of all participants prior to restorative justice 
processes, sincerity and openness on the part of the offender, and a more victim-focused 
approach should improve the likelihood that programs meet the needs of victims. 
Restorative justice programs should attempt to become a service for victims. 

• There is a debate over the appropriateness of restorative justice for crimes of violence 
against women and children. Opponents argue that the use of restorative justice 
represents a step backward in the movement to get authorities to take such offences 
seriously, the process is ill-suited for victims of this violence, and the emphasis on 
apology and forgiveness jeopardizes the safety of victims. Proponents argue that these 
challenges can be overcome with adequate safeguards and that restorative justice is most 
effective for situations of violence and broken relationships. Most jurisdictions have not 
adopted the use of restorative justice for these offences. 

• Equity, diversity, and cultural difference must be heavily considered and consultations 
with communities and stakeholder groups must be done from the outset for a program. 

• Police have played an important role in the spread of restorative justice around the world. 
• International research finds that police are often in the role of referral agent, which 

requires a thorough awareness of restorative justice and both individual and organization 
support for restorative principles in order to be effective.  

• Police participation is debated, particularly police facilitation of restorative justice. 
Research tends to support police participation and facilitation for the increased legitimacy 
and safety that a police officer brings to the process. Police facilitated processes have 
been found to produce similar outcomes to those facilitated by civilians. There are some 
risks identified by opponents, such as the belief that police cannot be neutral unbiased 
facilitators and the idea that offenders will not respond well to the presence of police 
during the process. 

• Despite a good fit with the practice of community policing, police ownership of 
restorative justice programs appears to jeopardize their sustainability due to changing 
policing priorities. However, rather than ownership, police agencies that support 
restorative justice could adopt a restorative policing role, integrating restorative 
principles and the use of effective referrals into daily activities. 
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Findings from Interviews about the Future of Restorative Justice British Columbia 

• Interviewees described the ideal future of restorative justice in British Columbia as 
requiring a balance between community involvement and professional contribution. They 
emphasized the importance of volunteers, but many felt than there is a need for more paid 
staff and professional involvement. 

• A ratio of 10 volunteers to every one paid employee was commonly viewed as an ideal. 
• Opinions on whether institutionalization would be beneficial for restorative justice in 

British Columbia were mixed. Most see the need for standards, public policy, and 
adequate and stable funding from the government, but there are also many stakeholders 
with concerns that restorative justice would become more retributive if integrated more 
fully into the criminal justice system. 

• Though eager to gain further credibility, program as uncertain about standardization. 
Most respondents agreed that there is a need for quality assurance for referral agents, but 
do not want to lose the ability to be representative of or to respond to the diverse needs of 
their community. 

• Many interviewees would ideally like to see restorative justice become the way we do 
business; not just a novel alternative to the criminal justice system. 

•  Advocacy for restorative justice to raise awareness and buy-in was seen as a major role 
for the levels of government. Funding was also seen as a role for government, and a 
number of funding arrangements were suggested. 

• Those interviewed see a lot of potential for restorative justice processes to be available at 
all points in the criminal justice system; from pre-charge to post-release and all stages in 
between. 

Findings from Interviews about the Role of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program 

• There were many, often conflicting, roles that stakeholders wanted the RCMP in British 
Columbia to take with regard to restorative justice. 

• Some interviewees want the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program to be more 
engaged with high level decision makers and less involved with frontline personnel. 

• Many interviewees, particularly those representing community-level programs, want the 
“E” Division program to contribute to sustainability of programs by providing funding, 
training, and training materials. 

• Many stakeholders saw the “E” Division program’s main role as providing mentorship to 
RCMP members and community programs and to educate detachment members about 
restorative justice. 

• It was suggested that “E” Division implement a standard form for the referral process, 
account for restorative justice in standardized file scoring, compile and share statistics 
related to restorative justice in the province, and act as a gate keeper and disseminator of 
information related to restorative justice. 
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• The role of frontline police that were discussed by interviewees were largely in line with 
the typical roles presented in the literature on the role of police in restorative justice. 

• Interviewees recognized a need for increased referrals from police and other referral 
agents. 

• Interviewees see a role for police in providing in-kind contributions and support to 
restorative justice programs. 

• Programs and stakeholders see value in police participation and want police available to 
participate in restorative justice processes upon request when appropriate. 

• The majority of community programs and stakeholders felt that police should not be 
facilitating restorative justice processes unless no other option exists.  
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Section 3: 

Introduction 

This final section provides a detailed proposal for the new direction for the “E” Division 
Restorative Justice Program and the role it could have in moving restorative justice in British 
Columbia toward a vision. Although it is not for the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program to 
set a province-wide vision, the review did reveal that a collective vision for restorative justice in 
the province is a possibility and developing that vision should be a goal of the various 
stakeholders. This section begins by describing what that vision could look like. That is followed 
by a discussion of what a vision for the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program could be, 
describing it relative to the vision that had been guiding the program prior to this review. After 
presenting the possible visions, the various options for moving forward with the “E” Division 
Restorative Justice Program are presented. As not all of the options will be appropriate or 
practical, those options that best align with the vision are recommended, and the rationales for 
each are presented. The section ends with a discussion of the benefits and risks of taking on this 
new direction. 
 

Developing a Vision for Restorative Justice in British Columbia 

A Collective Vision for Restorative Justice in British Columbia 

It is not the role of the RCMP to establish a vision for restorative justice for the Province 
of British Columbia. However, the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program requires a vision 
for moving forward, and this vision should align with the direction that most stakeholders want 
for restorative justice in the province. Furthermore, the RCMP has played a strong role in 
moving restorative justice in this province forward, and should have an influential voice in 
helping stakeholders to develop a vision.  

The development of a collective vision for restorative justice in British Columbia may be 
an important activity for the levels of government and other stakeholders, including the police, to 
undertake. Looking at the information collected from the stakeholders interviewed regarding a 
vision for restorative justice in British Columbia, there are consistent key components that were 
identified as fundamental for inclusion in a shared vision. While a collaborative process to 
establish a vision would be ideal, the findings from the interviews provide a strong starting point 
for this future work. 

It goes without saying, but is worthy of mention, that restorative justice in British 
Columbia must adhere to restorative values and principles. Straying from restorative values and 
principles would discredit programs and processes and poses risks to participants, particularly 
victims. Given the worries that further institutionalization, standardization, and regulation could 
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jeopardize these principles, a firm commitment to upholding restorative justice principles is an 
important component of a vision. 

It is also clear from the interviews that stakeholders expect restorative justice practices to 
meet the highest standards in serving victims, offenders, and communities. Participants and 
society as a whole must feel confident that their needs and expectations will be met. Therefore, a 
vision should also include a commitment to developing best practices, establishing high 
standards, and continuously working to ensure that justice practices respect the needs of all 
participants. 

Most stakeholders recognized that restorative justice serves communities as an alternative 
to the criminal justice system. They felt that the use of restorative justice at the pre-charge stage 
should increase both in terms of quantity and quality. The data from this review reveals that most 
programs currently are not taking on cases to their full capacity and are receiving referrals 
predominantly for minor offences committed by youth, primarily shoplifting and mischief. A 
component of a vision for restorative justice would likely include the goal of getting referral 
agents to refer to programs more often, for offences more serious in nature, and for a wider 
variety of offenders. 

Similarly, there was consensus that restorative justice could benefit communities by 
occurring at other stages. More restorative options at stages other than pre-charge should be 
accessible. Currently, the majority of referrals made to restorative justice in British Columbia are 
at the pre-charge stage, but there are other points in the criminal justice system where restorative 
justice can be used and referrals should be bolstered. Expanding the use of restorative justice 
across the criminal justice system may be another important component of a provincial vision. 

Most stakeholders also recognized the importance of community to restorative justice. In 
representing the community, interviewees consistently spoke to the view that volunteers are an 
integral component to many programs. The majority of restorative justice programs in British 
Columbia currently are community-led with varied organizational and funding structures and 
various relationships with the police and other referral agents. The vision for restorative justice 
would likely contain a goal of maintaining the community-led nature of the field as well as the 
emphasis on community engagement and volunteerism, while increasing the support by the 
police, the criminal justice system, and the government. 

While stakeholders expressed that they want standards to ensure quality, no one wants 
programs to be constrained by rules that will limit the ability to meet the unique needs of the 
communities they serve. It was recognized that there is great diversity throughout the province 
and that it is beneficial for the qualities of a community to be reflected in the services provided to 
them. A collective vision would necessarily recognize community uniqueness and respect it in 
the administration of restorative practices.  

Finally, it is clear that those with a stake in restorative justice see its value and want 
others to recognize the difference it can make in the lives of those who have been affected by 
crime. The majority of stakeholders stated that they want restorative justice to be more than a 
fringe service for select victims and offenders. They felt that restorative justice should ultimately 
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become common practice as a part of British Columbia’s justice culture. When consideration is 
given to how to handle a criminal matter, restorative justice stakeholders expressed that they 
want a referral to a restorative justice program to come to one’s mind as readily as would taking 
any other step within the traditional criminal justice system processes. It is likely that any 
collective vision would seek to have restorative justice become a recognized and valued service, 
so that referral agents and community members view restorative justice programs as 
professional, reputable, and effective. Including this future state in the provincial vision would 
guide how those within restorative justice form partnerships and advocate for the field.  

Potential Components of an RCMP “E” Division Restorative Justice Program Vision 

The RCMP “E” Division Restorative Justice Program has been operating with a vision to 
serve the purpose of building capacity for community programs. In light of the progress that has 
been achieved under this particular vision, a focus shift is seen as necessary to continue to move 
restorative justice in the province forward. Although tenuous, community capacity appears to 
exceed the demand for restorative justice services in many locations around the province, and a 
continued effort on the part of the RCMP to further build community capacity would continue to 
neglect the role of encouraging frontline police to refer to the programs that do exist. With a 
commitment to changing direction, the following components are considered to be worthy of 
inclusion in a renewed vision for the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program. 

 
• The use of restorative justice in British Columbia will be supported as an effective 

complement and alternative to the criminal justice system. The “E” Division Program 
will represent the RCMP in British Columbia’s symbolic support for the use of 
restorative justice as an effective response to crime in communities.   

• The “E” Division Restorative Justice Program will house restorative justice and 
policing expertise. In line with the role of “E” Division Crime Prevention Services, 
under which the program is situated, the Program will be a primary source of leading 
edge expertise on restorative justice and policing. An array of informative material, 
research and best practices as well as subject matter expert contacts will be accessible to 
police personnel and practitioners.  

• RCMP members and personnel will be recognized as the Program’s primary clients. 
Where priority was previously given to providing training to community programs, it is 
now appropriate to provide awareness, education, and support to the RCMP members as 
the primary referral agents to these programs. 

• The “E” Division Restorative Justice Program will promote effective and 
appropriate police referral practices. Through activities such as enhancing awareness 
and streamlining and standardizing the referral process in collaboration with restorative 
justice programs, the quantity and quality of referrals from the RCMP to restorative 
justice programs will grow. 



 213 

• To ensure public protection, the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program will 
maintain high expectations of the standards for restorative justice programs in 
British Columbia. The Program will work with provincial partners to ensure that 
adequate training and practice standards exist for programs receiving referrals from 
police, and will help detachments to assess the suitability of community-level programs. 
In maintaining these standards and informing detachments of these expectations, the 
Program will always consider the safety and security of the communities of British 
Columbia. 

• The “E” Division Restorative Justice Program will promote restorative policing 
within the Division. In addition to making effective referrals, the program will 
encourage the adoption of restorative principles into core policing activities and the 
culture of the RCMP. 

• It is a goal of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program to be a model for 
effective police involvement in restorative justice. Including this focus as a component 
of the vision for the program will ensure that relevant, functional and sustainable 
engagement in restorative justice from a police perspective will be exemplified by the 
RCMP in British Columbia. This will allow the Program to maintain its national 
leadership role, but focus that leadership on the effective role of police in restorative 
justice. 

Existing Components to be Excluded from an “E” Division Restorative Justice Program Vision 

Certain aspects of the current “E” Division Restorative Justice Program no longer fit with 
the recommended directions for the Program. While representing positive contributions for 
restorative justice in British Columbia, references to the following are recommended to be 
excluded from the updated program vision: 

• Training community members. Specific reference to training the communities of 
British Columbia on restorative justice should be removed given the step away from this 
role and the refocusing of training efforts to front line RCMP members. Maintaining the 
capacity to provide training and housing of expertise on the CJF model would be an asset, 
but should not be an integral part of the new direction for the Program. 

• The exclusive use of the CJF model. Reference to the exclusive use of the CJF model as 
the RCMP’s model for restorative justice should also be removed so not to limit the 
effective use of other models. The model is effective and is a valuable tool for 
community programs, but given the diversity of processes in use by programs in the 
province, the “E” Division Program should not dissuade frontline members from 
referring to programs that use models other than the CJF.  

• Leadership in Restorative Justice Practice and Advocacy. Reference to the “E” 
Division Restorative Justice Program or the RCMP leading restorative justice in a non-
policing context should be removed from the vision. The Program is appropriately suited 
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to have a leadership role for police involvement in restorative justice. However, this 
should not extend outside of the policing context into practice or advocacy, where the 
leadership role is more appropriately placed elsewhere.  

• Youth or Minor Offending. In order to expand the use of restorative justice beyond the 
current concentration on youth offenders and minor offending, it is recommended that the 
vision not include specific reference to the Youth Criminal Justice Act or other youth-
focused statements. 

 

Options for a Provincial Policing Restorative Justice Program 

Listed below are responsibilities, duties, and activities that are possible options for 
inclusion in the future direction for “E” Division Restorative Justice Program. 

• Maintain and update restorative justice policy 
• Work with detachments to strengthen / build restorative justice partnerships in 

communities 
• Maintain a knowledge centre for the CJF Model 
• Continue to offer the CJF Facilitator training and accreditation through Program 

personnel or the continuation of CJF Train the Trainer training 
• Develop and offer higher level facilitator training to build upon CJF Facilitator training  
• Manage the use of existing CJF Trainers until provincial training options exist  
• Have a role in the development of provincial standards for program operation and 

training 
• Represent the interests of the RCMP on high level advisory committees 
• Develop standards for programs to which RCMP members refer cases 
• Develop a standardized referral form 
• Develop OSR codes for the effective tracking of RJ files 
• Develop and update handbooks to guide detachment RJ partnerships (eg. How to get a 

program established in your community, a guide to restorative policing, etc.) 
• Develop and administer police member training on restorative justice (when to, how to, 

and why to make referrals to restorative justice.) 
• Establish and maintain a communication network for info sharing and collaboration of 

restorative justice 
• Develop regular informative media on restorative justice for dissemination 
• Develop effective policy and practices for restorative justice volunteers working within 

RCMP detachment settings 
• Collect and monitor RCMP referral data and outcomes with a specific focus on 

recidivism 
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• Evaluate community programs across British Columbia or those receiving RCMP 
referrals 

• House a library of relevant restorative justice and policing research 
• Establish a public RCMP restorative justice website 

 

Recommendations for Change 

Not all of the aforementioned options are appropriate and/or practical for the new 
direction for the RCMP “E” Division Restorative Justice Program. In order to fulfill the renewed 
vision the Program, and in line with the shared vision for restorative justice in British Columbia 
as suggested previously, the following are the recommended responsibilities, duties and activities 
of the “E” Division Program personnel. 

Setting the Foundation for Moving Forward 

There is work to be done on the part of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program to 
increase the confidence of frontline RCMP members to refer appropriate cases to restorative 
justice programs and ensure the partnerships between detachments and community-level 
programs have a strong foundation. Given that frontline RCMP members and detachment 
commanders change on a regular basis, the “E” Division Program should work to develop 
consistency around the Division to facilitate better and easier acceptance of community-level 
programs and clarify the roles of and expectations on members. Establishing a stronger 
foundation for the partnerships between detachments and community-level programs would 
remove many of the existing obstacles to effective referrals on the part of RCMP members. 

With police referral numbers generally not meeting the capacity of community programs, 
work is needed to help increase the confidence members have in making referrals to community 
restorative justice programs. Increasing confidence in the programs will require a great deal of 
effort toward changing perceptions and attitudes towards the concept and principles of 
restorative justice, but there are also early steps that can be taken. Improving the legitimacy and 
credibility of programs cannot come only from the “E” Division Program, but there is a role for 
the Program in working to develop standards for community-level restorative justice programs 
that must be met in order for RCMP members to make a referral. These minimum expectations 
for formal community-level restorative justice program need to be established and included in or 
as an addendum to “E” Division policy. It would also be necessary for the “E” Division 
Restorative Justice Program Director to support some detachments in assessing whether or not 
the local community program in their area is meeting those standards. Additionally, it would be 
ideal if the Government of British Columbia or another body, such as a provincial association, 
collaborated with the “E” Division Program and other stakeholders to establish province-wide 
standards for restorative justice programs. When there is assurance that a defined level of 
professionalism and competence will be met, trust in the program and the processes will result, 
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contributing to a greater likelihood that frontline police members will make referrals to the 
programs. 

While standardized programs would not likely meet the needs of communities, frontline 
members should be able to work with community programs in a consistent way regardless of 
which community they are serving and which restorative processes a program chooses to use. 
Too often when new members arrive at a detachment they have to learn a new method of 
working within the partnership and referral framework developed between the detachment and 
the community program. Consistent referral procedures and expectations on members would 
facilitate better relationships between members and community programs and could prevent the 
need for new members to be trained by the community program in their unique referral 
procedures and expectations. A standardized referral form that “E” Division detachment 
members would use to refer to restorative justice needs to be developed and included in the “E” 
Division Restorative Justice policy. Consistent use of a standardized form would help to 
streamline and simplify the referral process, and should enhance the appeal of referring to 
restorative justice as well as increase the efficiency of the referral process. Referral forms exist in 
other divisions and examples could be sought from programs that have a strong referral 
relationship with an RCMP detachment. 

Along with standardized referral practices, the ability to track and measure the use of 
restorative justice in the Division should become possible. Tracking restorative justice related 
files by creating an OSR scoring standard and having policy outline scoring requirements needs 
to be instituted. With no formal way being able to account for the use of restorative justice by 
detachments currently, it is very cumbersome to track the frequency and characteristics of the 
use of restorative justice from the police perspective. A formalized scoring mechanism 
associated to the standardized referral process would help to create a clearer picture of the use of 
restorative justice by RCMP detachments in the province and the ability to report more accurate 
data. This could subsequently be used to determine indicators of the quality of relationships 
between detachments and community restorative justice programs. 

The use of volunteers in restorative justice is a strong asset that enables programs to 
better serve their communities with less investment than would be required if they were to only 
rely on paid employees and other professionals. Similarly, restorative justice partnerships 
between community programs and detachments that enable the programs to be located within 
RCMP detachments or community policing offices have some considerable benefits. However, 
when these factors coexist, restorative justice volunteers conduct their work within police 
buildings, often without consideration of existing RCMP volunteer policy. To ensure that 
adequate precautions are taken and that policy is adhered to, the “E” Division RCMP Restorative 
Justice Program Director needs explore the potential for policy guides for managing restorative 
justice volunteers working in detachments. Items such as appropriate levels of security clearance 
as well as criteria for insurance should be outlined.  

The “E” Division RCMP restorative justice policy needs to be revised to include the 
aforementioned points, if and when they are actioned. The policy would also need to be updated 
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to reflect other applicable amendments to bring the policy up to date with the renewed direction 
of the program and in line with the RCMP’s vision of police and restorative justice partnership. 
Much of this work has already been undertaken, and its completion will provide a strong 
foundation for moving forward.  

Restorative Policing Leadership and Improved Service Delivery 

Given the role that the RCMP has played in growing restorative justice in British 
Columbia over a decade, there is an expectation for the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program 
to provide some level of leadership in the province. In working toward the vision described 
earlier, the Program should adopt a leadership role, but one that is focused on the needs of police 
for working restoratively and in partnership with community restorative justice programs. The 
RCMP “E” Division Restorative Justice Program Director should represent the interests of the 
RCMP on high level restorative justice advisory committees, working to ensure that the police 
voice is influential in collaborative decision making about restorative justice matters. This would 
represent that the police support the effective use of restorative justice to benefit the communities 
of the province, but should not indicate that the police will assume a role in sustaining 
community restorative justice programs beyond making effective referrals, supporting the 
partnerships, and participating when appropriate. 

The tenuous nature of many existing community-level programs and the challenges they 
face working outside of the criminal justice framework presents a considerable obstacle to 
consistent and stable partnerships with RCMP detachments. In addition to RCMP policy 
outlining the role of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Director, protocols for working with 
detachments to build and strengthen restorative justice partnerships in the community should be 
developed. An established set of guidelines and strategic considerations in this regard would 
contribute to consistent messaging and provide a framework for future incumbents of the 
position upon the inevitable change over in staff. These protocols should be designed to both 
meet the outstanding needs of frontline members and to model ways to make policing more 
restorative. 

Additional work in this area could be taken to develop guidelines for frontline members 
that supplement the “E” Division Restorative Justice policy and encourage the most effective 
restorative policing practices. The RCMP “E” Division Program should develop and disseminate 
quality materials, such as guidebooks, for police on key topics relevant to their daily work. Some 
of these tools could involve topics such as restorative policing and how to get a restorative 
justice partnership established in a community. While these tools should primarily be focused on 
meeting the needs of detachments, some products would also benefit the field of restorative 
justice more generally. 

Although the primary focus of the “E” Division Program should be on policing, 
connecting to other stakeholders and community programs is necessary for maintaining leading 
edge expertise. These connections can also serve the needs of frontline police, who could benefit 
from the having a point of contact at “E” Division Headquarters who is well connected to and 
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can connect them with other RCMP members, the majority of community-level programs, and 
other stakeholders working in the field across the province. The formation of a communication 
network to connect RCMP members, community program personnel, and other restorative 
justice stakeholders could be undertaken by the “E” Division program. This network would 
provide a venue for information sharing and a collaborative community around the involvement 
of police in restorative justice. 

The RCMP “E” Division Program should house a library of relevant research on 
restorative justice in a policing context. Staying abreast of current trends and best practices and 
making such knowledge and materials available to detachments positions the program to be able 
to effectively adjust to maintain its position at the forefront of innovative police and restorative 
justice partnership models and efficiently provide expertise to clients. Establishing a library of 
relevant research would be aided by the large amount of literature already collected for this 
review. 

The “E” Division Restorative Justice Program has been largely unable to quantify the 
outcomes of the work done to improve police involvement in restorative justice. Collection and 
monitoring of RCMP referral data and outcomes are currently lacking and should be performed 
by the “E” Division Program. Some community programs collect their own data, but this is not 
common, and the data that is collected may not reflect the outcomes that the “E” Division 
Program is interested in measuring. Specific focus should be given to tracking rates of 
recidivism, as findings in this area could influence the shape and scope of restorative justice in 
the province in the future. A more robust and consistent data collection method could help guide 
future decisions for the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program. 

A long-term goal should also be to move the RCMP toward restorative policing as a way 
of doing business. This would involve encouraging all “E” Division personnel to incorporate 
restorative principles into core policing activities. This may also involve communicating how 
police can be more restorative in their actions to both frontline members and senior leaders. 
Ideally, in line with the general philosophy of “E” Division CPS, all RCMP personnel will view 
police responses to community problems as opportunities to find ways to prevent the issue from 
occurring again. The “E” Division Restorative Justice Program should focus on adding 
restorative principles and values to the list of available tools for police problem-solving. While it 
is a considerable challenge to transform the culture of an organization, taking steps toward 
integrating restorative values into policing will benefit police, victims, offenders, and 
communities. 

 

Training 

The RCMP “E” Division Restorative Justice Program had been operating with a primary 
goal of enhancing the capacity of community-level restorative justice programs. To that end, the 
majority of energy was put into providing CJF training to community programs. Given the 
concentrated efforts put into this area, community programs have enjoyed and benefited from a 
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great amount of training specific to CJF facilitation and more recently, train the trainer sessions, 
both intended to help programs better sustain themselves. With this foundation of work 
established, moving forward, the role of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program Director 
in training community program personnel in the CJF Model should be minimized. 

With the Program’s loss of expertise in facilitation of CJFs and a clear consensus among 
stakeholders and programs that police should not be the primary facilitators of restorative justice 
processes, controlling the training and accreditation of facilitators no longer makes sense as a 
police function. Therefore, administration and monitoring of a CJF facilitator accreditation 
process should no longer be housed with the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program. Once a 
person has received CJF training, it should be the responsibility of the program or of the trainer 
to monitor the progress of the facilitator. 

If the “E” Division Program moves away from providing and administering facilitator 
training and accreditation, there will still be a need for credible facilitator training that is 
supported by the Program as meeting the needs of police for pre-charge referrals. The “E” 
Division Program Director should secure a role in developing Provincial standards for training 
restorative justice facilitators. Programs should ultimately be required to meet prescribed 
standards in order for the RCMP to refer cases to them and the training that facilitators have 
should directly affect the quality of operations of the programs. By ensuring that training 
standards meet the minimum expectations of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program, 
frontline police would be able to have the same level of confidence in the facilitators working 
within any community-level program that they would have if those facilitators were trained in 
the CJF model by RCMP personnel. This process would require planning and collaboration in 
order to make the transition as smooth and straight forward as possible with the least amount of 
disruption and gap in service. However, until such a time where Provincial training options that 
meet defined standards become available, the “E” Division Program should continue to manage 
and support existing CJF Trainers across the Division. 

While training on the CJF model would not be the mandate of the “E” Division 
Restorative Justice Program, the Program should continue to house expertise on the CJF model 
and be a resource for it. The CJF model has a strong track record and is recognized as both 
powerful and versatile enough for the majority of cases currently being referred to community 
programs. The developed training process and materials have also been demonstrated to teach 
new facilitators the information needed to begin facilitating CJFs. The trainer training has also 
been well received and has proved valuable for building community program capacity. This 
RCMP-made package is a valuable asset to the province and indeed the country, and it should 
not be lost. The model should continue to be assessed against developing standards of best 
practice, and maintained to a level where it can be recommended to newly established 
community programs or used to inform provincial standards for training and practice. 

While training of community restorative justice program facilitators should no longer be 
a core duty of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program, developing and administering 
restorative justice training to police members should become a focus. The goal of the training 
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should be to enhance awareness and educate members on when to, how to, and why to make 
referrals to restorative justice and about restorative justice principles and how they can be 
incorporated into policing. This knowledge has been demonstrated through existing referral 
practices to be deficient, making training necessary in order for restorative justice to be 
considered and referred to more often and more effectively. This training may take on a short 
classroom style format and/or an online training format and should be a prerequisite for members 
taking on the role of detachment Restorative Justice Liaison member.  

“E” Division Restorative Justice Policy and Other Guidance 

Amendments to the “E” Division Restorative Justice Policy, Operations Manual Chapter 
20.5, would both set a strong foundation for the new direction of the Program and establish 
guidelines for frontline members to adhere more closely to what theory and international best 
practices suggest will lead to better restorative outcomes and lower rates of recidivism and crime 
in general. A number of items were identified as worthy of inclusion or amendment in the “E” 
Division policy on restorative justice. Additionally, some guidance may be required that would 
not be best situated within formal policy, but could be included in supplementary guidance. 

 
Policy Changes 

• The policy should provide standards that restorative justice programs must meet in order 
for RCMP members to make referrals to them. This would assist in quality control and 
provide a level of confidence when referring to a program that meets the prescribed 
requirements. 

• The role, requirements and responsibilities of the Detachment Restorative Justice Liaison 
member should be clarified within the policy.  

• Reference to a standardized referral form would need to be included in the policy should 
the recommendation for the creation of this form be actioned.  

• The addition of a restorative justice file scoring standard should be outlined in policy. 
• Policy should include guidance for suggesting restorative justice at later stages in the 

Criminal Justice System. Recommended wording should be provided that would be 
included within the Report to Crown Counsel to prompt the prosecution and/or judge to 
consider restorative justice in the disposition of the case when restorative justice is 
appropriate but not at the pre-charge stage. 

• Revision of the policy should include updates and clarification on disclosure rules for 
(youth) restorative justice involvement during Criminal Record check processes. 

• Inclusion of policy for restorative justice volunteers working with detachments is 
recommended.  
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Supplemental Guidelines 

• Additional guidance should suggest informal restorative practices or other extra judicial 
measures for low risk offenders, particularly youth, or when there is not enough evidence 
to support a charge, rather than making a referral and widening the net. 

• Additional guidance should suggest that members consider pre-charge restorative justice 
as a default option for files, and articulate on the file when they consider restorative 
justice as an option but choose another response. This could include guidance for 
completing the referral form. 

• Other police referral options and guidance for using restorative justice with convicted 
offenders on suitable release conditions or prolific offenders under integrated offender 
management processes should be included in the additional guidance material. 

• The additional guidance should define possible structures for RCMP –Restorative Justice 
Partnerships, and specify recommended practices for police-led programs and police-
located community-led programs that identify the different factors involved and the risks 
that need to be mitigated in these arrangements. 

• Additional guidance on how detachment personnel can work together with influential 
community partners to establish a community-level restorative justice program should be 
developed and would be particularly useful in communities that lack restorative justice 
programs or have programs that are in the process of folding. 

• Additional guidance material should include a definition and explanation of restorative 
policing, and recommend practices for implementing restorative principles into core 
policing. 

 

The Consequences of Altering “E” Division’s Role in Restorative Justice 

Whenever changes are made to the mandate and roles of a program, there will be 
associated benefits and risks. Based on the findings from this review, it is believed that the 
recommended direction for the “E” Division Restorative Justice program will result in the below 
listed benefits for the RCMP and the communities of British Columbia. However, the subsequent 
list of potential risks should also be considered and strategies to mitigate them should be 
included into the overall plan for implementing the new direction. The benefits should outweigh 
the risks, but both need to be considered as the Program moves to better serve the communities 
of British Columbia. 

Benefits 

• Shifting the concentration of efforts internally will ensure a greater focus towards RCMP 
clients from the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program and therefore will strengthen 
our organization.  
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• Changing training goals to educate RCMP personnel will build increased frontline 
members awareness of restorative policing and will contribute towards the effective use 
of referrals to restorative justice programs. 

• Greater frontline member awareness of restorative justice and the improved use of 
restorative justice program services, will contribute to the overall improvement of justice 
outcomes. Beneficial results that are likely to be observed include a reduced cost to the 
criminal justice system, a reduction in recidivism, and an increase in victim and offender 
satisfaction. This will reflect well on the police in communities that use restorative 
justice. 

• A greater rate of effective use of restorative justice programs and restorative policing will 
contribute to long term reductions in calls for service. By preventing the escalation of 
problems and empowering communities to solve issues there will be a decrease in the 
need to call upon emergency service providers to intervene in conflicts.  

• Developing standardized scoring will create a mechanism to monitor restorative justice 
outcomes. This will fulfill a long term desire to have statistics available to show the status 
of restorative justice in the province benefiting various stakeholders. 

• Effecting the recommendations for a shared vision for restorative justice in the province 
and for the role of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program within that vision 
encourages a more sustainable provincial framework for the growth of restorative justice 
in British Columbia. 

Risks 

• The “E” Division Restorative Justice Program stepping away from providing Community 
Justice Forum training may be unpopular among partners and community programs. This 
is the primary risk and will likely receive the most focus from partners. Many have come 
to rely on the RCMP providing this training which has been offered at no cost to the 
community programs. Ceasing to provide free training will leave a training void for many 
under-funded programs. Some programs will have the ability to seek and obtain training 
from other providers, but this will not be a possibility for numerous programs that do not 
have the resources to pay for training. Until other training options are available and 
accessible, the loss of low cost training from the RCMP may temporarily leave some 
community programs with reduced capacity, presenting a particular problem if there is an 
increased demand for service. Some other partner agencies may be particularly 
disappointed with the move away from offering free CJF facilitator training, as it may 
increase the pressure on their organizations to secure training for the programs they 
support or provide additional funding. 

• Redirection of the “E” Division Restorative Justice Program to focus on support for and 
education of RCMP personnel and representing the RCMP’s interest in high level 
discussions on restorative justice will likely disappoint community programs and partners 
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who expect a greater provincial and national leadership role from “E” Division’s Program 
in advocating for restorative justice practice in general. 

• Long-term sustainability of restorative justice in British Columbia will depend on other 
partners, particularly the Government of British Columbia or a yet to be developed 
provincial advocacy body, taking on increased responsibilities such as funding, 
developing training, and establishing province wide standards of practice. 

• Resistance may be faced from police personnel who do not think there is a need for more 
training and awareness of restorative justice. Frontline members may be reluctant to 
operationalize the education and training they receive on restorative justice as initial steps 
to improve the use of restorative justice may be, or may be perceived to be, a greater 
amount of work up front compared with current methods of case disposition. 

• There is a risk that the use of restorative justice for criminal cases will advance faster 
than the awareness and acceptance of restorative justice by the general public. If 
restorative justice continues to be viewed by the general public as “soft on crime” or 
taking crime less seriously, the efforts on the part of the police to make broader use of 
restorative justice may face disapproval by some parts of the population and some special 
interest groups. 
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Appendix A: List of Organizations Represented in the Advisory Group 

• BC Legislative Assembly 

• BC Ministry of Children & Family Development, Restorative Justice Conferencing – 
Youth Probation 

• BC Ministry of Justice, Victim Services and Crime Prevention 

• BC Ministry of Justice, Strategic Operations, Aboriginal Justice 

• Collette Squires and Associates 

• Comox Valley Community Justice Centre 

• Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Pacific Region 

• Department of Justice Canada, Aboriginal Justice Directorate 

• “E” Division Crime Prevention Services, Restorative Justice Program 

• “E” Division Crime Prevention Services, Victim Services Program 

• “E” Division Crime Prevention Services, Volunteer Management Program 

• Fraser Region Community Justice Initiatives Association 

• Lillooet Restorative Justice Program 

• North Shore Restorative Justice Society 

• Restorative Justice Society – North Okanagan 

• Secwepemc Community Justice Program 

• Simon Fraser University, Centre for Restorative Justice 

• South Okanagan Similkameen Restorative Justice Program 

• University of the Fraser Valley, School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

• Williams Lake RCMP Community Policing 

• Independent restorative justice practitioners from British Columbia 
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Appendix B: Key Guiding Questions 

 
Stage 1: What Does Restorative Justice Look Like in BC and What Difference 

Does it Make in the Province? 
Numbers – community programs: 

1. How many restorative justice programs are serving communities in BC (CAP, RCMP, 
ACJ)?  

2. How many referrals does each program get?  
3. What is the approximate capacity for each program (how many offenders per year)?  
4. How many paid employees work at each program?  
5. How many paid hours per week?  
6. How many volunteers work at each program?  
7. How many volunteer hours per week?  
8. What is the approximate budget for each program?  
9. What is the completion rate (percentage of offenders who complete the agreement) of each 

program? 
 

Overview – characteristics of community programs: 
10. What types of restorative processes are used in pre-charge restorative justice in BC? 
11. What other types of restorative justice processes are used at different parts of the justice 

process? 
12. Are restorative justice programs in BC victim or offender focused? 
13. From where do programs get their referrals? 
14. What are the eligibility criteria for participants for each program and why? 
15. What is the structure and location of each program? 
16. How is the ‘jurisdiction’ of the program decided upon? 
17. What do typical agreements look like at each program?  
18. How is each program funded?  

 
Results – community programs (pre-charge & post-conviction/release): 

19. Does pre-charge restorative justice in BC result in higher satisfaction for participants 
(victims, offenders, community and supporters) than does proceeding with charges? 

20. Does pre-charge restorative justice in BC result is lower rates of recidivism (fewer crimes in 
a specific time after the outcome) than when charges proceed?  

21. Does pre-charge restorative justice cause offenders to reduce the harm of additional crime 
when compared to those offenders who proceed through charges? 

22. For what types of offenders does pre-charge restorative justice in BC appear to make the 
most meaningful difference?  

23. For what types of offences does pre-charge restorative justice in BC appear to make the 
most meaningful difference?  

24. What are the characteristics of a pre-charge program that contribute most to the success of 
restorative justice?  

25. Is pre-charge restorative justice in BC more cost-effective than proceeding with charges 
(both in terms of inputs and outcomes)? 

26. What other benefits do pre-charge restorative justice programs offer? 
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27. Do post-conviction or post-release restorative justice programs reduce recidivism? 
28. What other benefits do post-conviction or post-release restorative justice programs offer? 

 
Numbers – “E” Division Restorative Justice Program: 

29. How many of the programs in BC use the Community Justices Forums model? 
30. How many facilitators have ever been trained in CJF in BC?  
31. How many trainers have ever been trained in CJF in BC?  
32. How many RCMP Regular Members in BC have been trained to understand restorative 

justice (as a facilitator, trainer, or any other capacity)?  
33. How many RCMP Regular Members in BC have participated in a restorative justice process?  
34. What percentage of ‘founded’ RCMP files in BC with at least one youth offender (SC) 

involves a pre-charge referral to restorative justice?  
35. What percentage of ‘founded’ RCMP files in BC with at least one adult offender (SC) 

involves a pre-charge referral to restorative justice?  
36. What percentage of referrals from RCMP members to a restorative justice program in BC 

receives feedback on the outcome? 
 
Results – “E” Division Restorative Justice Program: 

37. Is a restorative justice referral more time-consuming than other options (recommending 
charges, other EJMs, warning, etc.)? 

38. Do detachments receive status updates on files and is there good communication with 
programs? 

39. Do jurisdictions with high functioning restorative justice programs have greater levels of 
“freed” police resources to use proactively? 

40. What other benefits does the RCMP in “E” Division gain from participating in restorative 
justice? 
 

Overview – opinions of restorative justice: 
41. How do RCMP Regular Members working in detachments in BC view restorative justice?  
42. How do other criminal justice partners in BC view restorative justice?  
43. What is needed to promote restorative justice to various stakeholders? 

 

Stage 2: What is the Ideal Structure for Restorative Justice Within the Criminal 
Justice System in BC? 

Theory: 
44. What are the principles of restorative justice and what is restorative justice intended to do? 
45. Why should we expect restorative justice at the pre-charge phase to prevent crime? 
46. Why should we expect restorative justice at other stages of the criminal justice process to 

prevent future crime? 
47. How would restorative justice reduce recidivism in youth? 
48. How would restorative justice reduce recidivism in adults? 
49. How would restorative justice reduce recidivism in those who have been otherwise resistant 

to criminal justice system intervention? 
50. What components of restorative justice would theoretically be most important to reducing 

recidivism? 
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51. What are some additional components that could compliment restorative justice practices at 
the pre-charge phase that would theoretically reduce recidivism? 

52. What are some additional components that could compliment restorative justice practices at 
other phases that would theoretically reduce recidivism? 

 
Other models & Best Practices: 

53. How does restorative justice fit within the criminal justice system in other jurisdictions? 
54. What role do police play in other models of restorative justice within criminal justice 

systems? 
55. What works about how other jurisdiction incorporate restorative justice? 
56. What does not work in other jurisdictions?  
57. What can BC learn from other jurisdictions about how restorative justice should be 

incorporated into the larger criminal justice system?  
 

Going Forward – community programs: 
58. What are the main challenges facing restorative justice programs? 
59. What do the restorative justice programs see as most needed to overcome the challenges? 
60. How would community programs expand if they could? 
61. What would community programs do with increased funding? 
62. What additional support do restorative justice programs in BC need? 
63. What are appropriate qualifications to be a restorative justice practitioner? 
64. What is the appropriate balance of volunteers, paid staff, and professionals (CJS and other) 

in restorative justice? 
65. What role do community programs want to see the RCMP play in restorative justice? 

 
Going Forward – “E” Division Restorative Justice Program: 

66. How can referrals to restorative justice be increased (if they are too low)? 
67. What are the strengths of the CJF Model promoted by the RCMP? 
68. What are the weaknesses of the CJF Model promoted by the RCMP? 
69. What support do detachments need from “E” Division’s Restorative Justice Program? 
70. What are the advantages of “E” Division’s current approach to restorative justice? 
71. What are the disadvantages of “E” Division’s current approach to restorative justice? 
72. Beyond referrals, what can the RCMP in BC do to improve restorative justice across the 

province? 
 

Stage 3: Given the Existing Realities, What Role Should the RCMP Play in 
Restorative Justice in BC and What Should the Vision Be? 

73. What is the appropriate role for “E” Division RCMP to take in restorative justice in BC? 
74. What changes need to be made to the “E” Division RCMP Restorative Justice Program to 

fulfill the appropriate role? 
75. What should the vision of the “E” Division RCMP Restorative Justice Program be? 
76. What is needed for the “E” Division RCMP Restorative Justice Program to move toward 

this vision? 
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Appendix D: Interview of Restorative Justice Programs 

1. Describe your program and its approach to restorative justice? 
• What communities are served and how is jurisdiction decided? 
• Describe the characteristics of your program, such as the process, preparation, and 

support. 
• How would you describe your program’s balance between victim-focused and offender-

focused? 
• What would a typical restorative justice agreement involve and how long would it take? 
 
2. What makes restorative justice a valuable asset to your community? 
• What prompted the program to start? 
• What attracted you into Restorative Justice and to this program? 
• Describe some major achievements of your program that have benefited the 

community. 
• How do you know that (if) your program is successful? 
 
3. How would you describe the support your program gets from the community? 
• Is this level of support reflective of that of the municipal government? 
• How does community support impact the ability to get volunteers? 
• How does community support impact the ability to get victims to participate? 
• How do you build support? 
 
4. How would you describe the relationship between your program and the local police? 
• How does the relationship impact on referrals? 
• How does this relationship compare to the relationships that exist with other referral 

sources? 
• To what extent is trust an issue? 
• How did the relationship become so strong / problematic? 
• What has been the key factor in the quality of the relationship? 
• What has been done to improve it / keep it strong? 
• How does your program make referring beneficial for police? 
 
5. To whom or to where does your program look for guidance and oversight? 
• How are the program’s policies made / decided upon? 
• What are other programs (RJ or otherwise) that your program chooses to emulate? 
• What are the external limitations or rules that constraint the autonomy of the program? 
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• To what extent does the restorative justice community in British Columbia inform and 
influence your program’s practices? 

• To what extent is your program guided by research, theory, and best practice? 
• In what ways is your program influenced by the Restorative Justice Program of the 

RCMP in BC? 
 
6. What are the main challenges your program faces? 
• Can you explain how these challenges impact the ability of the program to benefit the 

community? 
• Are these challenges unique to your community or ones that are likely shared by other 

programs? 
• What is currently being done or could be done to address these challenges? 
• To what extent do you believe these challenges can be overcome? 
 
7. What would your program do with increased funding? 
• What are some immediate needs that could be addressed by additional funding? 
• What are some future projects or additions to your program that would require 

additional funding that you believe would greatly benefit the community? 
• How funding or what type of funding arrangement do you think would best allow 

restorative justice programs in BC to provide the greatest service to communities? 
 
8. Besides funding what additional support would benefit your program the most? 
• Why would that support be so beneficial? 
• What types of training or experience would benefit employees and volunteers at your 

program? 
• What additional access to people, information, or equipment would benefit the 

program? 
• What changes to policies and other rules would benefit the program? 
 
9. In what ways would you like to see restorative justice expand, both in your 

community and around the province? 
• Is expansion more about numbers and reach, or is it more about a broader scope? 
• What are some key issues in restorative justice that are not currently being addressed in 

BC? 
• Ideally, what should restorative justice supporters view as the big picture goal for RJ in 

BC? 
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• What do you see as a big picture vision for restorative justice in the province in the next 
ten years? 

 
10. What would be the appropriate balance between volunteers, paid employees, and 

professionals in restorative justice in BC? 
• What are the benefits to restorative justice of having volunteers participate in and 

facilitate restorative justice practices? 
• What do you see as the necessary qualifications of someone facilitating restorative 

justice practices? 
• What is your view of institutionalizing restorative justice as a part of the larger criminal 

justice framework? 
 
11. What do you see as the most beneficial role the RCMP could play in Restorative 

Justice in BC? 
• What is the RCMP not doing now that you feel it is in a position to do or should strive to 

do within Restorative Justice? 
• Why do you think this role is best suited to the RCMP and not another agency or group? 
 
12. What would you describe as the strengths and weakness of the Community Justice 

Forums Model for providing restorative justice to communities? 
• How do the principles and practices of the model suit the needs of your 

clients/community? 
• How do the principles and practices of the model fail to meet the needs of your clients 

/community? 
• What could be done by the RCMP to improve upon this model? 
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Appendix E: PRIME File Review Coding Sheet 

Detachment: ___ ________________ 
 
Occurrence Number (including year):____ _____________________________ 
 
Type of RJ involvement from detachment:  0 ___ No Involvement; 1___ Advice / Information only;  

2 ___ Referral Made 
 

Referral status: 0 ___ Referral Rejected; 1 ___ Referral accepted;  
 9 ___ No referral made 
 
Completed by: 0 ___ No referral made; 1 ___ Investigating member; 
 2 ___ Community RJ coordinator; 3 ___ supervisor; 
 4 ___ crown counsel; 5 ___ corrections; 6 ___ other 
 
Was rationale for decision provided? 0 ___ no; 1 ___ yes 
 
What was the rationale? 
 
 
Program type: 0 ___ no referral made; 1 ___ community program; 
 2 ___ CJS agency-run program 
 
Aboriginal program:    0 ___ no; 1 ___ yes 
 
Number of offenders referred:   __________0____ 
 
Last name(s) of referred offenders: 
__________________ ___; __________________ ___; __________________ ___;  
__________________ ___; __________________ ___; __________________ ___;  
__________________ ___; __________________ ___; __________________ ___ 
 
Outcome:      1 ___ Process not completed, no outcome 
      2 ___ Process not completed, RTCC forwarded 
      3 ___ Process completed, agreement not completed 
      4 ___ Process completed, agreement fulfilled 
 
Date Referred: _______________ Date Closed: _____________________________  
 
List delays, concerns, or issues related to the RJ referral that were documented in the file. 
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Appendix F: Interviews of “E” Division Detachment Personnel 

1. How would you describe the current state of restorative justice within your detachment 
and in the community your detachment serves? 

• How do members view restorative justice? 
• How widely used is restorative justice as a means of dealing with a file? 
• What reasons exist for why members do not refer? 
• Is there a good relationship between the detachment and the community restorative justice 

program? 
• Is there a designated member to liaise with the community restorative justice program? 
• Is there trust? 
• How much support within the community does there appear to be for restorative justice? 
• Does the existing trend in restorative justice in the detachment and/or community appear 

to be shifting? 
 

2. What support and service does your detachment get from “E” Division’s Restorative 
Justice Program? 

• Do members from your detachment receive training or information from “E” Div? 
• Does “E” Div come in to provide problem solving when issues arise between the 

detachment and the community program(s)? 
• Have you ever requested service from “E” Div? If so, how was the quality of service? 
• Are members in your detachment aware of the RCMP “E” Div RJ Policy? 

 
3. What support does your detachment need from “E” Division’s Restorative Justice Program 

to improve the situation for restorative justice in your detachment and community? 
• What kinds of questions do members appear to have about restorative justice? 
• Are there restorative justice situations that arise that require a level of expertise or the time 

commitment to deal with that could be provided by “E” Div?  
• Is information needed about when, why, how, and to which program members should refer 

files? 
• Is information needed in order to build support among members for referring to restorative 

justice programs? 
• Would having evidence to support restorative justice help detachments to respond 

confidently when restorative justice is an option? 
• Does policy need to be clarified or improved in any way?  
• Are there areas in which standardization of restorative justice processes benefit the 

detachment? 
 

4. What do you see as the advantages of “E” Division’s current approach to restorative 
justice? 
 

5. What do you see as the disadvantages of “E” Division’s current approach to restorative 
justice?  
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Appendix G: 
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Appendix H: 
RCMP Restorative Justice Program 

Community Justice Forum Facilitator Training Learning Assessment 
 

Thank you for your interest in becoming a certified Community Justice Forum (CJF) Facilitator. 
This training and certification process, offered by the RCMP in BC, is intended to prepare you to 
facilitate CJF processes for the restorative justice program operating in your community. To ensure 
that you and other trained facilitators receive the highest level of training, we are using this learning 
assessment tool at the outset and completion of the three-day training course. The results of these 
assessments will help to ensure that our trainers are providing adequate instruction related to all of 
the key learning outcomes and will allow for our trainers to continue improving the delivery of this 
training. Please take the time to complete the 20 multiple-choice questions on this assessment tool 
to the best of your ability. Your performance on this assessment will not affect your completion of 
the training or your certification. Do not write your name anywhere on this assessment. Upon 
completion please hand this assessment to your trainer. 

 

PLEASE CIRCLE ONLY THE ONE CORRECT RESPONSE. 

1. After completing the CJF Facilitator Training course, what is the minimum number of forums that 
you need to facilitate prior to applying for a Certificate of Accreditation? 
a)  Four: I must observe one (1) forum conducted by an experienced and qualified facilitator, and 

conduct at least three (3) forums as the lead facilitator. 
b)  Three: I must conduct at least one (1) forum as a co-facilitator with an experienced facilitator, 

and conduct at least two (2) forums as the lead facilitator. 
c)  Four: I must observe four (4) forums conducted by an experienced and qualified facilitator 

before I can apply. I cannot facilitate or co-facilitate until I receive accreditation. 
d)  Five: I am encouraged to observe at least two forums conducted by an experienced and qualified 

facilitator, but I must conduct at least (5) forums, being the lead facilitator in at least three (3) of 
those forums and encouraged to co-facilitate in at least two (2), prior to applying for accreditation. 

e)  None: I will receive accreditation at the end of this training. 
 

2. To maintain your qualifications as a qualified CJF facilitator, what is required? 
a) I must conduct a minimum of two (2) forums every year from the date of accreditation. 
b) I must conduct a minimum of two (2) forums every two (2) years from the date of accreditation. 
c) I must conduct a minimum of three (3) forums every year from the date of accreditation and 

attend the CJF Facilitator Training once every five years. 
d) I must conduct a minimum of three (3) forums every two (2) years, with at least one of those 

forums facilitated with a program other than the one in my home community. 
e) I retain my qualifications for five (5) years, at which time I must apply for re-accreditation and 

submit a record logging the forums I have facilitated. 
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3. What is the history of the CJF model trained by the RCMP today? 
a) The CJF model is an adaptation of a scripted restorative justice process used in Australia since the 

early 1990s, which was itself a model adapted from the Family Group Conferences used in New 
Zealand based on Maori traditions. 

b) The CJF model is an adaptation of traditional Aboriginal justice and healing processes used in 
First Nations across Canada. 

c) The CJF model was originally designed by Corrections Service Canada, and has been adapted for 
use outside of a corrections environment. 

d) The CJF model is an adaptation of several restorative practices used in Europe since the 1970s. 
e) The CJF model the RCMP’s branded program using the same process as that used in the first 

victim-offender mediation that took place in 1974. 
 

4. Which of the following is not included in the restorative justice philosophy for responding to harm 
used in the CJF model? 
a) It is a disservice to offenders to fail to confront them with the consequences of an offence. 
b) Victims are essential to understanding the consequences of an offence. 
c) Offenders are more willing to comply with an agreement when it involves their community of 

care. 
d) Resolutions to offences should involve the resources of the community. 
e) Justice is best determined by the victim(s). 
  

5. How should shame be included into the CJF process? 
a) All participants, including the facilitator, should demonstrate social disapproval for the offender 

and the act to produce shame in the offender only to the point that it creates a strong enough 
stigma that will deter future offending. 

b) While offenders should experience some shame, the facilitator should ensure that the victim, 
his/her supporters, the supporters of the offender, and other participants also experience shame 
for their roles in the offence. 

c) The offender should experience social disapproval that rejects the act and not the person, 
followed by care and support to begin the reintegration process. 

d) Shame is the main punitive component of a CJF process and should be used creatively to ensure 
that an offender apologizes to the victim. 

e) Shame plays no part in this restorative process. 
 

6. When facilitating a CJF, when should the facilitator set the ground rules? 
a) The facilitator should discuss the rules only during the pre-forum interviews, as referring to rules 

during the actual forum will be a distraction. 
b) The facilitator should only discuss rules as inappropriate interactions arise, allowing the 

participants to develop their own informal rules as the forum progresses. 
c) Ground rules should be e-mailed to each participant a day before the CJF so that each participant 

can sign them and bring them to the CJF. 
d) Ground rules such as providing everyone with the opportunity to speak one at a time, showing 

respect, and keeping what is said confidential should be reviewed during pre-forum interviews and 
again outlined at the beginning of all CJFs. 

e) The ground rules will be written by the facilitator and posted somewhere in the room immediately 
before the CJF so that time is not used discussing rules. 
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7. In a CJF, who should speak first to present their story? 
a) Anyone who volunteers to go first. 
b) The victim. 
c) The offender. 
d) The person with most authority in order to provide the facts first (ie. police officer, school 

principal, facilitator). 
e) The youngest participant. 

 

8. Which of the following does not represent a recommended behaviour on the part of the facilitator? 
a) Use open-ended rather than closed questions when seeking clarification. 
b) Allow periods of silence when appropriate to set a serious tone, to give participants a chance to 

cope with their feelings, to allow for regrouping, or to let the gravity of what has been said to sink 
in. 

c) Advertise an open invitation to ensure a wide variety of community members take part to 
properly represent ‘the community’. 

d) Provide occasional checks to ensure that the agreement is workable for all parties. 
e) Check to make sure that the terms of the agreement do not stigmatize the offender. 

  
9.  Which of the following is not one of the facilitator’s roles? 

a) Finalizing the list of participants in the CJF. 
b) Having the final approval for deciding on the resolution agreement. 
c) Developing a seating plan for the CJF. 
d) Conduct interviews with victims, offenders, and their supporters. 
e) Decide upon the time and place, and arrange for refreshments. 

 

10. Which of the following is a recommended behaviour on the part of the facilitator? 
a) In order to get victim participation, make it clear that the CJF process will result in a written or 

verbal apology from the offender. 
b) During the agreement phase, focus more each participants ‘position’ rather than their ‘interests’. 
c) Ask the victim what he or she would like to see come out of the forum before asking or soliciting 

comments regarding resolutions from others. 
d) After receiving a referral, always contact the victim about his or her interest in participating first to 

avoid doing unnecessary planning and work. 
e) Avoid doing full interviews of the key participants in a way to reveal the full story and extent of 

emotions. 
 

11. Why do CJF facilitators avoid the use of a script? 
a) The person who has the most important information to share is different in each case. 
b) Facilitators cannot appear genuine and participants cannot display affect if the process is scripted. 
c) Scripted questions lead the facilitator into a Socratic style, which is not conducive to restorative 

justice. 
d) A scripted approach would focus too much time on the “story telling” and not enough time on 

resolving the issues. 
e) CJF facilitators do follow a script. 
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12. Which of the following is not considered a negative affect in affect theory? 
a) Shame – Humiliation 
b) Surprise – Startle 
c) Dissmell – Response to bad odour 
d) Fear – Terror 
e) Anger – Rage 

 
13. How should the facilitator respond to excessive or repetitive indignation (anger caused by 

experiencing injustice)? 
a) Allow the victim and his or her supporters to continue to express their desires for material 

reparation until the offender relents. 
b)  Ensure that the forum does not go silent. 
c) Try paraphrasing what the participant is expressing and check back to ensure understanding. 
d) Encourage the rest of the forum to not accept the offender’s excuses. 
e) The facilitator should encourage indignation, particularly from victims, as it protects them from 

feeling shame for being victimized. 
  

14. Which of the following statements is incorrect? 
a) The facilitator should consider cultural factors, personalities, tensions in relationships, and the 

order of speaking when designing the seating plan. 
b) A police officer may be welcome to participate in a CJF, but is not a required role in forum. 
c) A checklist of key questions to guide a facilitator’s preparation for a CJF should be used. 
d) The most important component of a successful CJF is to ensure that participants do not express 

excessive emotions. 
e) Time should be made available for social interactions after the forum has come to a consensus 

around the agreement. 
  

15. Which of the following cases is not suitable for selection for a CJF process? 
a) A case involving a crime in which there is no specific victim, such as possession of an illicit drug 

or prostitution. 
b) A case involving a crime that was committed by an adult offender (age 18 and over), as the CJF 

process is only possible under the Youth Criminal Justice Act (YCJA). 
c) A case in which there is evidence to support a criminal charge, but the offender refuses to admit 

responsibility for the offence. 
d) A case in which the victim agrees with the process, but does not wish to or is unable participate in 

the CJF process. 
e) A case involving a crime that is serious enough for police to make an arrest and recommend 

charges to the Crown Counsel. 
  

16. In which cases can a restorative justice process not be called a CJF? 
a) When there is more than one facilitator of the forum. 
b) When there is no RCMP member present. 
c) When the case has not been referred to the restorative justice program by the RCMP. 
d) When the CJF script is not used. 
e) When the traditional CJF prayer is not used. 
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17. Which of the following should not occur during a CJF? 

a) The facilitator records the terms of the agreement. 
b) A lawyer for the accused offender sits in on the forum to protect the rights of the offender and 

speak on his or her behalf. 
c) A forum continues after a participant supporting the victim leaves the forum. 
d) The facilitator refrains from comforting a crying participant, which causes others in the forum to 

become emotional. 
e) A forum continues after an offender reveals that the offence in question was not the first time he 

or she has been involved in that behaviour. 
 

18. How should a CJF process end? 
a) With the CJF facilitator speaking on behalf of the community to provide a closing lecture to 

express public disapproval for the offender’s actions. 
b) By informing all participants, particularly the offender, that the opportunity to participate in 

restorative justice processes is a privilege, and that no offender will get a second opportunity. 
c) With the reciting of the CJF traditional closing prayer. 
d) With an opportunity for all parties to socialize followed by the signing of the agreement. 
e) With the offender always leaving first to ensure that he or she does not confront the victim 

immediately outside of the forum. 
  

19. Which of the following statements is true of the responsibilities of the Community Restorative 
Justice program after a CJF process? 
a) The program must pass on the signed agreement to the investigating officer so that the RCMP 

can ensure that the agreement is monitored and fulfilled. 
b) The program must follow up on referrals, monitor agreements, and advise the referral agency of 

the outcome of the process. 
c) To maintain neutrality, the program must re-assign the case by passing the signed agreement to 

another certified CJF facilitator and not permitting the former facilitator to discuss the process or 
any issues arising from the process with participants. 

d) The program must schedule the Follow-Up Forum for a time after the completion of the 
agreement for all participants to reconvene and discuss how the process has changed their 
situation. 

e) Statements b) and c) are both true. 
 

20. Which of the following statements is not true of working towards restorative justice? 
a) Restorative justice is more concerned with the harms of wrong-doing than with the rules that 

have been broken. 
b) Restorative justice requires showing equal concern for and commitment to victims and offenders. 
c) Restorative justice involves working to restore victims by empowering them and responding to 

their needs as they see them. 
d) Restorative justice involves supporting offender while encouraging them to understand, accept, 

and carry out their obligations. 
e) Restorative justice requires that in order to fulfill the obligation caused by harm, an offender must 

experience a level of discomfort at least equal to that experienced by the victim.  
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Appendix J: 
RCMP Restorative Justice Program 

Community Justice Forum Train the Trainer Self-Assessment 
 

Thank you for your interest in becoming a certified Community Justice Forum (CJF) 
Trainer. This training is intended to prepare you to train others to facilitate CJF 
processes for the restorative justice program operating in your community. To ensure 
that you and other trainers receive the highest level of instruction, we are using this 
self-assessment to gauge your level of confidence in various skills and elements of 
delivering the CJF Facilitator training course. Your self-assessments, measured at 
three different times throughout the training, will give us an indication of the 
effectiveness of this training, and will help to ensure that our training meets your 
needs, as future trainers, by identifying any areas that require further instruction to 
prepare you to deliver the CJF Facilitator training. Please take the time to complete 
the self-assessment tool as honestly as possible. Your responses on this self-
assessment will not affect your completion of this training. Do not write your name 
anywhere on this assessment. Upon completion please hand this assessment to 
your trainer. 

 

This self-assessment uses a 6 point scale to measure your confidence in a number of 
areas. Please circle one of the numbers between 1 and 6 based on the guide provided 
below. To assess each skill, assume that you have one or two evenings to prepare to 
deliver a CJF training course. 

1. I am unable to use this skill or element effectively 
2. I could use this skill effectively in only the most basic CJF trainings 
3. I could use this skill effectively in some more challenging CJF trainings 
4. I could use this skill effectively in most CJF trainings 
5. I could use this skill effectively in all but the most challenging CJF trainings 
6. I could use this skill effectively in any CJF training without concern/reservation 
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Please indicate your confidence to perform the following: 

Time Management: 
Present the necessary information within the time allotted. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Start and end on time, including breaks and exercises. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Set the tone for the training and refocus the participants after exercises and if off 
topic. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Modify the agenda to cover all the necessary information and materials if required. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

 

Clarity of Presentation: 
Present the necessary information in manner that is appropriate to the learning needs 
of the participants. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Effectively introduce and explain all handouts, materials, and exercises. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Articulate clearly and confidently in front of a class. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Maintain a rate of speech that allows students the opportunity to understand and 
reflect on the information presented. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Effectiveness of Presentation: 
Use a vibrant presentation style to create and sustain interest in the subject. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Use examples and stories from personal experiences appropriately. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Use adult learning techniques to engage the class effectively. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Use a review technique to measure learning at appropriate times. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

 

Equipment and Aids: 
Use a computer and projector to display PowerPoint slides. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Use audio and video set ups to present the learning DVDs. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Locate, provide, or develop ancillary materials and handouts to supplement the 
training. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Use flip charts and small group exercises to provide interactive training. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Expertise and Understanding of RJ and the CJF Philosophy: 
Adequately expand on the information on slides to provide the necessary information. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Provide CJF demonstration, utilizing the seating plan and script effectively. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Accurately answer questions on the theories and philosophies of Restorative Justice 
generally, and the RCMP’s policies and philosophy for the CJF specifically. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Answer questions that provide accurate information on the practices used and 
rationales for those practices in CJFs. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

 

Leading Class Interaction: 
Model restorative behaviours and values during training and in the demonstration role 
play. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Provide feedback to students on their facilitation skills and homework. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Debrief with students after the CJF Facilitator training exercises. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

Encourage dialogue relevant to topics throughout the training. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Appendix K: Interview of External Stakeholders (Non-Police) 

1. What do you see as the strength of having restorative justice as a viable option or 
alternative to respond to criminal behaviour? 
 

2. What are some of the main challenges that are preventing or could prevent 
restorative justice from meeting its potential for benefiting communities in Canada / 
BC? 
 

3. How would you describe the ideal situation for restorative justice to best benefit 
communities in Canada / BC? 
 

4. What do you think is needed to move Canada / BC closer toward this ideal situation 
for restorative justice? 
 

5. What would be the appropriate balance between volunteers, paid employees, and 
professionals in restorative justice in Canada / BC? 
 

6. What role should the levels of government play in restorative justice? 
 

7. What role should the police play in restorative justice? 
 

8. What do you see as the most beneficial role the RCMP, as a provincial police force, 
could play in restorative justice? 
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Appendix L: Interview of Other Police Restorative Justice Programs 

1. Describe what your police department / Division does in terms of restorative justice? 
• Is there a formal program? 
• How well is it received by members? 
• Is there official policy? If so, what structure does it provide? 
• What is the role of your police department / Division in restorative justice in your 

community / province? 
 

2. How does your restorative justice program serve/ benefit your members? 
• What is done specifically to help members with restorative justice? 
• Does your program provide training? How? 
• Does your program encourage referrals to community programs? How? 
• Does your program provide guidelines for when to refer and to which programs? 

 
3. How does your restorative justice program serve / benefit your community 

(communities)? 
• What is your program’s relationship with community restorative justice programs? 
• What does your program do to help those programs? 
• What does your program do to promote restorative justice within the community? 

 
4. What does your restorative justice program do that appears to be working well? 

• How do you know it is working well? 
• Do you formally evaluate any part of the program? 

 
5. What are some of the important factors that contribute to this success? 

• What role has support within the department / Division played? 
• What role has government (municipal or provincial or both) played? 
• Are there any key people who have been driving factors? 
• Are there any other external factors that promote success? 

 
6. What does your restorative just program do that does not appear to be working? 

• How do you know it is not working well? 
• Has it been a long standing challenge? 
• What do you plan to do to fix it? 
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7. What are some of the important factors that create challenges? 
• Is there a lack of support anywhere that contributes? 
• Are there rules, policies, or legislation that impedes success? 
• Are there any other external factors that impede success? 
 

8. What changes, both within and outside of the control of your police department / 
Division, would you like to see in the future that could improve the ability of 
restorative justice to benefit your community (communities)? 

 
9. If you could make any suggestions to help the RCMP in British Columbia to continue to 

improve the way restorative justice is done in the province, what would you suggest? 
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 271 

Appendix N: Highlighted Examples of Positive Restorative Resolutions 
from Community-Level Restorative Justice Programs 

 
A young girl with artistic talent wanted to give back to her community, so she used the ‘adopt a 
garbage can’ program. She purchased a couple of small garbage cans, painted them, and donated 
them to the children’s hospice.  
 
A couple of youth went into the local Boys & Girls Club to talk about theft and consequences to 
younger children. This had been their suggestion during the restorative justice conference.  
 
A male graffiti artist received a scholarship to Emily Carr after he was encouraged to send in his 
portfolio during the restorative justice process. He was homeless when he came to the program, 
but today he is earning $120,000/year doing computerized animation. 
 
A 15 year old girl had become self-destructive after fraud case. Because she was very artistic, her 
agreement had a condition that she paint and submit 2 paintings for a non-profit group’s silent 
auction. They received the highest bids of the evening and this was the first positive thing that 
had happened in her life for a long time. She is now going to art school.  
 
A company had been the victim of theft when an employee took $50,000. After the person 
responsible paid $5,000 in restitution in 12 months, the CEO waived the balance. 
 
In one case, a restorative justice process resulted in the victim choosing to pay for hockey 
equipment and fees for an offender. 
 
The resolution of one case involved elders requesting the offenders to arrange a community 
event. They chose to host an indoor hockey night where the First Nations Policing officer spoke 
about criminal records and the Band paid for the food. 
 
One example of restitution is a case where the offender was verbally abusive to staff at 
McDonalds and then broke the door. The agreement required a letter of apology to staff and 
payment of the insurance deductible.  
 
A highlighted resolution involved a drug dealer who was helped by being connected to treatment 
and to an employment opportunity. That person now volunteers in the community.  
 
One shoplifting case was felt to be quite successful when after an apology by the offender, the 
victim agreed to only one condition: to continue the relationship with the offender. 
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There was a case with a youth with FASD in which the participants explored various options for 
a resolution that would be meaningful and achievable. The offender liked to cook, and so it was 
decided that community hours involving cooking would be included in the resolution. The 
offender participated in a local potlatch. This has continued since the completion of the 
agreement and has created a sense of belonging.  
 
Originally, in one case, the local RCMP was going to charge the offender for the theft of running 
shoes and had decided not to refer the file to restorative justice. However, the local Crown 
Counsel decided to refer the case to the program. This ‘theft of runners’ was the tip of iceberg in 
terms of the problems. There was trauma with the family and fear of job loss. Elders in 
attendance stated, “This isn’t about a pair of runners. This is about you.” It took 3 circles to 
complete this case. There was a final meeting with elders when treatment was set up. Now, the 
individual has set up a cooking business. The court system would have been a ‘slap on the wrist’. 
“This is a beautiful example of how RJ can work to bring healthy change”. 
 
A unique resolution was for both parties (offender and victim) to attend a First Nations 
multicultural event together to learn more about the culture. They held the restorative justice 
process at the long house and it was attended by the local RCMP detachment commander.  
 
One case of vandalism in school brought together the principal, a First Nations worker, a teacher, 
and 4 boys. The resolution was that the boys would clean up every morning any mess in the 
school yard under supervision of the principal. 
 
One high profile case involved a local developer as a victim when his property was vandalized 
and covered in graffiti. The young offenders took their own initiative and raised dollars to donate 
to the developer’s charity. It made the news. 
 
One memorable agreement involved a people caught fishing illegally, the resolution allowed the 
fish to be smoked and canned by the offenders, and then given to the elders at Christmas. 
 
One case involved theft from a business where she cleaned. The offender agreed to knit dozens 
of scarves, mitts, and toques, which were donated then to elders and the homeless shelter. 
One example of a positive resolution involved a victim who voluntarily helped an offender fix up 
his dirt bike track and then helped the offender complete the community hours painting the 
community centre. 
 
One offence had been having a negative result on a family. A 15 year old male whose parents 
were divorced had committed an offence. Although his relationship with his father had been 
strong, it deteriorated due to the offence and his mother was caught in the middle. The trust was 
gone, and there was a lot of emotion, but no communication. During the restorative process, the 
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victim took the initiative and wanted to see father and son talk ‘with each other’ and ‘not to each 
other’. The offender’s grandmother was also there and dialogue was started. The agreement was 
for the youth to work on his grandmother’s range for two hours a week with his father and for 
the two to do some weekly activity together. The program received an email from the father 
three months later that stated that their relationship was better than ever. He commented on how 
much his son laughs and how he was totally different ‘because of the circle’. The youth also 
emailed to say thank you. 
 
A business owner with a difficult history was caught for shoplifting. She had become depressed, 
alone, and very ashamed, keeping only to herself in her house. The restorative justice agreement 
stated she had to go to mental health services and walk three hours a week. One and a half years 
later she is now running regularly and her business has turned around. She said this process 
‘saved her life’. 
 
One agreement that stands out involved a male youth who stole a large amount of liquor from a 
restaurant. The victims were very angry at the onset of the forum. During the process, the 
offender offered to pay back the loss by working for the restaurant. After the agreement had 
completed, the restaurant agreed to keep him on as an employee.  
 
A young male involved in graffiti took part in the restorative justice program. It was determined 
that he was having difficulty with literacy, so the agreement included participation in literacy 
program that finds money to hire a tutor to provide 30-40 hours to help youth. The young male 
also completed 32 hours of community service. Following the completion of his agreement, the 
youth passed all grades and he is now back into the regular school system.  
 
A male youth put a friend’s unacceptable photos on the internet and they went viral. Although he 
was the one who sent out the photos, they had been sent from his phone, so he took responsibility 
for the harm caused. Following the process he came to understand the impact of this action, and 
he did a power point about his experience that he has agreed to post on the internet. 
 
A referral from a school involved a male youth experiencing ongoing issues with drugs and 
alcohol. The outcome of the process has unique. The circle included school personnel, school 
district staff, an elder, a youth worker, and the youth’s parent. There was a level of discomfort 
present due to the bringing together of different cultures. At the same time, there was a lot of 
empathy for the mother who also had her own issues with drugs and alcohol. When she said, “I 
haven’t been a very good Mom”, the circle shifted and she agreed to take part in treatment, 
which was scheduled immediately.  
 
There was a case of a break and enter of a residence by two male youths. Prior to the process, the 
victim and supporters did not want them around the property. Within a half hour of the circle 
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starting, the mood changed. For three weekends, the youths worked with the family on the 
victim’s garden and rebuilt the relationships. 
 
Five youths vandalized a local club. Their resolutions required each to provide 100 hours of 
service for the club. While trying to complete a total of 500 combined hours, they ran out of 
things for them to do. The remaining hours were extended to be done to help other areas of the 
community including landscaping at college, working in a community garden, attending a 
powwow, and serving elders. The members of the club were very flexible and the youths went 
back after to become members of the club and were allowed to join. 
 
Several youths who were involved in arson case agreed to participate in a 9-day Pulling Together 
Canoe Journey. The journey resulted in getting them support and helping them reconnect to their 
Aboriginal heritage. 
 
Youths arrested for marijuana possession agreed to watch David Suzuki’s “Downside of High” 
video and write reports about what they had learned. One youth painted a canvas depicting a 
schizophrenic brain caused by marijuana use which is now displayed in the program’s office. 
 
In one case, a youth was arrested for pulling out municipal trees while being encouraged by a 
group of friends. During the process the offender agreed to job-shadow city parks workers to 
learn about the care, attention and costs that go into nurturing each tree to maturity. This youth 
also agreed to plant trees for the municipality. 
 
Neighborhood conflicts have been resolved through our program, including incidents of 
harassing phone calls, setting off fireworks under neighbor’s car, attending a neighbor’s 
workplace, causing a disturbance due to a property line dispute, shooting paintball guns at cars in 
the neighborhood, and others. Following participation in forums, neighbours haven been seen 
shaking hands and embracing in a number of instances. 
 
One case that made a difference involved a female youth who forged two large cheques in a 
relative’s name. The crime had destroyed the relationship and others. There were other emotional 
and dysfunctional issues, including some past criminal behavior. The offender put supports in 
place before the forum with the help of the program (leaving foster care and accessing 
counseling). The forum was ‘very powerful’ and emotional. She found her words, which was 
hard for her. She apologized, which shifted the victims as they sensed “sincere remorse”. During 
the forum, they explored deeper issues after the story telling and before the agreement was 
formulated, a portion of the process that was modified to suit this situation. In the outcome she 
agreed to connect to something bigger than herself, write apology letters, and attend the bank to 
apologize. Additionally, the agreement ensured that support people were put into place to help 
her stay continuously connected. 
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In one case, a group of four youths destroyed a park washroom. As part of the agreement, each 
had to go help park workers collect garbage at parks. Although it was not part of the agreement, 
they collected bottles and gave the deposit refund money to parks and recreation. 
 
An agreement where the program and the school saw a huge transformation and self- 
development of participants involved two males, one youth and one adult who were part of an 
alternative school program for high risk people with behavior and safety concerns. There was a 
serious assault and the two males were not welcome in the school program. There were long 
standing issues between the two, involving family members and a lack of understanding of each 
person’s issues by the other party. Both also had long term police contact over the years. They 
were both very resistant at the beginning, but very frank with their thoughts and opinions about 
restorative justice and whether or not it would work. Over a number of meetings and over time 
they were willing to hear each other’s perspectives and came to a point where they wanted to 
make changes in their lives. The restorative justice process allowed sharing and a place to listen 
to others. They took on an exercise called ‘mapping’ to help with their story telling, as this is 
more visual and they had difficulty sitting and talking for a long period of time. This allowed for 
apologies and acceptance of apologies and honesty in sharing. The change in the youth was 
amazing, and they were both allowed back into their school. The relationship is totally respectful 
even months later. The teaching staff commented on the positive changes and what a ‘great 
vehicle’ restorative justice was in this situation. 
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Appendix O: Data for Restorative Justice and Referral Files by Police Force 

    Sample 

Detachment  

# Files with 
"restorative 
justice" in 
narrative  

# of files 
sampled 

# of sampled 
files referred 

to 
Community-

Level RJ 
Program 

% of sampled 
files referred 

to 
Community-

Level RJ 
Program 

100 Mile House 6 1 0 0.00% 
Alert Bay 1 0 0 N/A 
Alexis Creek 8 1 0 0.00% 
Atlin 1 0 0 N/A 
Barriere 1 0 0 N/A 
Bella Bella 20 3 0 0.00% 
Bella Coola 2 0 0 N/A 
Boundary 11 2 2 100.00% 
Burnaby 104 16 8 50.00% 
Campbell River 43 6 4 66.67% 
Castlegar 6 1 0 0.00% 
Central Kootenay 6 1 1 100.00% 
Chase 4 1 0 0.00% 
Chetwynd 1 1 0 0.00% 
Clinton 1 0 0 N/A 
Columbia Valley 7 1 0 0.00% 
Comox Valley 36 6 4 66.67% 
Coquitlam 23 4 3 75.00% 
Cranbrook/Kimberley 13 2 2 100.00% 
Creston 10 1 0 0.00% 
Dawson Creek 1 0 0 N/A 
Dease Lake 1 1 0 0.00% 
Fort Nelson 2 0 0 N/A 
Fort St James 4 1 1 100.00% 
Fort St. John 39 6 4 66.67% 
Fraser Lake 1 0 0 N/A 
Golden 9 2 1 50.00% 
Houston 3 0 0 N/A 
Kamloops 106 16 9 56.25% 
Kelowna 136 21 13 61.90% 
Keremeos 3 0 0 N/A 
Kitimat 2 0 0 N/A 
Ladysmith 9 1 1 100.00% 
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Lake Cowichan 2 0 0 N/A 
Langley 2 1 0 0.00% 
Lillooet 9 2 2 100.00% 
Lisims/Nass Valley 24 3 1 33.33% 
Lytton 4 1 0 0.00% 
Mackenzie 4 0 0 N/A 
Masset 2 0 0 N/A 
Merritt 12 2 1 50.00% 
Mission 17 3 2 66.67% 
Nanaimo 277 43 33 76.74% 
New Hazelton 3 1 0 0.00% 
Nootka Sound 7 1 1 100.00% 
North Cowichan/Duncan 73 11 9 81.82% 
North Okanagan 41 6 2 33.33% 
North Vancouver 101 16 12 75.00% 
Oceanside 33 5 3 60.00% 
Penticton 35 6 4 66.67% 
Port Alberni 34 5 3 60.00% 
Port Hardy 4 1 1 100.00% 
Port McNeill 1 0 0 N/A 
Powell River 15 2 2 100.00% 
Prince George 13 2 0 0.00% 
Prince Rupert 15 2 0 0.00% 
Quadra Island 2 1 1 100.00% 
Queen Charlotte 4 1 0 0.00% 
Quesnel 32 5 3 60.00% 
Revelstoke 1 0 0 N/A 
Richmond 63 10 2 20.00% 
Ridge Meadows 2 0 0 N/A 
Salmon Arm 4 0 0 N/A 
Salt Spring Island 7 1 0 0.00% 
Shawnigan Lake 2 0 0 N/A 
Sicamous 4 0 0 N/A 
Sidney - North Saanich 6 1 1 100.00% 
Smithers 1 1 1 100.00% 
Sooke 1 0 0 N/A 
South Okanagan 11 1 1 100.00% 
Squamish 2 0 0 N/A 
Summerland 2 0 0 N/A 
Sunshine Coast 37 6 3 50.00% 
Surrey 100 15 10 66.67% 
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Takla Landing 6 1 1 100.00% 
Terrace 17 3 1 33.33% 
Tofino 3 0 0 N/A 
Trail 17 3 3 100.00% 
Tumbler Ridge 2 0 0 N/A 
Ucluelet 3 1 1 100.00% 
Upper Fraser Valley 143 22 20 90.91% 
West Shore 27 5 2 40.00% 
Whistler/Pemberton 1 0 0 N/A 
White Rock 2 0 0 N/A 
Williams Lake 24 4 3 75.00% 

Total RCMP Detachments w/ RJ Files 1,874 289 182 62.98% 
RCMP Detachments w/o RJ Files 0 0 0 N/A 
Other RCMP Units 1 0 0 N/A 

Total 1,875 289 182 62.98% 
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    Offenders 

Detachment  

# Files with 
"restorative 
justice" in 
narrative  

# Offenders 
Associated to RJ 
Considered Files 

# Offenders 
Associated to 
Sample Files 

# Offenders in 
Sample Files 
Referred to 
Community-

Level RJ 
Program 

% Offenders 
in Sample 

Files Referred 
to 

Community-
Level RJ 
Program 

100 Mile House 6 10 1 0 0.00% 
Alert Bay 1 1 0 0 N/A 
Alexis Creek 8 20 4 0 0.00% 
Atlin 1 3 0 0 N/A 
Barriere 1 1 0 0 N/A 
Bella Bella 20 26 3 0 0.00% 
Bella Coola 2 2 0 0 N/A 
Boundary 11 32 6 6 100.00% 
Burnaby 104 190 47 7 14.89% 
Campbell River 43 64 7 5 71.43% 
Castlegar 6 6 1 0 0.00% 
Central Kootenay 6 14 2 2 100.00% 
Chase 4 4 1 0 0.00% 
Chetwynd 1 1 1 0 0.00% 
Clinton 1 2 0 0 N/A 
Columbia Valley 7 11 1 0 0.00% 
Comox Valley 36 53 12 9 75.00% 
Coquitlam 23 36 5 4 80.00% 
Cranbrook/Kimberley 13 18 2 2 100.00% 
Creston 10 15 1 1 100.00% 
Dawson Creek 1 1 0 0 N/A 
Dease Lake 1 1 1 0 0.00% 
Fort Nelson 2 4 0 0 N/A 
Fort St James 4 4 1 1 100.00% 
Fort St. John 39 75 13 6 46.15% 
Fraser Lake 1 1 0 0 N/A 
Golden 9 13 5 1 20.00% 
Houston 3 4 0 0 N/A 
Kamloops 106 134 18 10 55.56% 
Kelowna 136 181 30 17 56.67% 
Keremeos 3 6 0 0 N/A 
Kitimat 2 3 0 0 N/A 
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Ladysmith 9 10 1 1 100.00% 
Lake Cowichan 2 2 0 0 N/A 
Langley 2 2 1 0 0.00% 
Lillooet 9 18 3 3 100.00% 
Lisims/Nass Valley 24 39 4 1 25.00% 
Lytton 4 6 1 1 100.00% 
Mackenzie 4 16 0 0 N/A 
Masset 2 8 0 0 N/A 
Merritt 12 15 3 1 33.33% 
Mission 17 25 5 4 80.00% 
Nanaimo 277 343 54 40 74.07% 
New Hazelton 3 10 1 0 0.00% 
Nootka Sound 7 10 1 1 100.00% 
North Cowichan/Duncan 73 117 17 14 82.35% 
North Okanagan 41 66 7 2 28.57% 
North Vancouver 101 141 24 14 58.33% 
Oceanside 33 40 6 4 66.67% 
Penticton 35 67 10 4 40.00% 
Port Alberni 34 53 6 4 66.67% 
Port Hardy 4 12 5 5 100.00% 
Port McNeill 1 1 0 0 N/A 
Powell River 15 18 2 2 100.00% 
Prince George 13 15 2 0 0.00% 
Prince Rupert 15 17 2 0 0.00% 
Quadra Island 2 4 3 3 100.00% 
Queen Charlotte 4 7 1 0 0.00% 
Quesnel 32 53 12 6 50.00% 
Revelstoke 1 3 0 0 N/A 
Richmond 63 82 15 3 20.00% 
Ridge Meadows 2 7 0 0 N/A 
Salmon Arm 4 8 0 0 N/A 
Salt Spring Island 7 9 2 0 0.00% 
Shawnigan Lake 2 2 0 0 N/A 
Sicamous 4 7 0 0 N/A 
Sidney - North Saanich 6 9 1 1 100.00% 
Smithers 1 2 2 1 50.00% 
Sooke 1 2 0 0 N/A 
South Okanagan 11 14 1 1 100.00% 
Squamish 2 6 0 0 N/A 
Summerland 2 3 0 0 N/A 
Sunshine Coast 37 56 10 7 70.00% 
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Surrey 100 166 23 12 52.17% 
Takla Landing 6 25 3 3 100.00% 
Terrace 17 29 3 1 33.33% 
Tofino 3 4 0 0 N/A 
Trail 17 17 3 3 100.00% 
Tumbler Ridge 2 21 0 0 N/A 
Ucluelet 3 4 2 1 50.00% 
Upper Fraser Valley 143 184 28 24 85.71% 
West Shore 27 40 8 3 37.50% 
Whistler/Pemberton 1 2 0 0 N/A 
White Rock 2 3 0 0 N/A 
Williams Lake 24 40 12 11 91.67% 

Total RCMP Detachments w/ RJ Files 1,874 2,796 446 252 56.50% 
RCMP Detachments w/o RJ Files 0 0 0 0 N/A 
Other RCMP Units 1 7 0 0 N/A 

Total 1,875 2,803 446 252 56.50% 
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    Members 

Detachment  

# Files with 
"restorative 
justice" in 
narrative  

# Members 
linked to files 

with 
"restorative 
justice" in 
narrative  

# of Members 
per 

detachment 
or police force 

% Members 
linked to files 

with 
"restorative 
justice" in 
narratives 

100 Mile House 6 4 18 22.22% 
Alert Bay 1 1 4 25.00% 
Alexis Creek 8 4 8 50.00% 
Atlin 1 1 3 33.33% 
Barriere 1 1 4 25.00% 
Bella Bella 20 5 6 83.33% 
Bella Coola 2 2 4 50.00% 
Boundary 11 5 14 35.71% 
Burnaby 104 45 273 16.48% 
Campbell River 43 25 53 47.17% 
Castlegar 6 4 16 25.00% 
Central Kootenay 6 4 20 20.00% 
Chase 4 3 10 30.00% 
Chetwynd 1 1 11 9.09% 
Clinton 1 1 4 25.00% 
Columbia Valley 7 6 11 54.55% 
Comox Valley 36 22 63 34.92% 
Coquitlam 23 18 212 8.49% 
Cranbrook/Kimberley 13 9 41 21.95% 
Creston 10 5 14 35.71% 
Dawson Creek 1 1 32 3.13% 
Dease Lake 1 1 8 12.50% 
Fort Nelson 2 2 30 6.67% 
Fort St James 4 4 17 23.53% 
Fort St. John 39 16 51 31.37% 
Fraser Lake 1 1 5 20.00% 
Golden 9 6 17 35.29% 
Houston 3 2 9 22.22% 
Kamloops 106 40 134 29.85% 
Kelowna 136 54 229 23.58% 
Keremeos 3 3 5 60.00% 
Kitimat 2 2 18 11.11% 
Ladysmith 9 7 13 53.85% 
Lake Cowichan 2 2 10 20.00% 
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Langley 2 2 180 1.11% 
Lillooet 9 5 7 71.43% 
Lisims/Nass Valley 24 6 7 85.71% 
Lytton 4 2 6 33.33% 
Mackenzie 4 4 11 36.36% 
Masset 2 1 9 11.11% 
Merritt 12 10 32 31.25% 
Mission 17 11 55 20.00% 
Nanaimo 277 69 158 43.67% 
New Hazelton 3 2 12 16.67% 
Nootka Sound 7 3 5 60.00% 
North Cowichan/Duncan 73 34 60 56.67% 
North Okanagan 41 28 101 27.72% 
North Vancouver 101 53 150 35.33% 
Oceanside 33 22 37 59.46% 
Penticton 35 16 55 29.09% 
Port Alberni 34 15 47 31.91% 
Port Hardy 4 3 14 21.43% 
Port McNeill 1 1 9 11.11% 
Powell River 15 9 26 34.62% 
Prince George 13 10 135 7.41% 
Prince Rupert 15 10 50 20.00% 
Quadra Island 2 1 4 25.00% 
Queen Charlotte 4 3 7 42.86% 
Quesnel 32 15 39 38.46% 
Revelstoke 1 1 22 4.55% 
Richmond 63 42 227 18.50% 
Ridge Meadows 2 2 111 1.80% 
Salmon Arm 4 4 24 16.67% 
Salt Spring Island 7 5 8 62.50% 
Shawnigan Lake 2 2 11 18.18% 
Sicamous 4 3 6 50.00% 
Sidney - North Saanich 6 6 33 18.18% 
Smithers 1 1 20 5.00% 
Sooke 1 1 15 6.67% 
South Okanagan 11 6 21 28.57% 
Squamish 2 2 30 6.67% 
Summerland 2 2 9 22.22% 
Sunshine Coast 37 15 35 42.86% 
Surrey 100 63 641 9.83% 
Takla Landing 6 2 3 66.67% 
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Terrace 17 14 39 35.90% 
Tofino 3 2 10 20.00% 
Trail 17 4 22 18.18% 
Tumbler Ridge 2 2 5 40.00% 
Ucluelet 3 2 5 40.00% 
Upper Fraser Valley 143 61 164 37.20% 
West Shore 27 12 59 20.34% 
Whistler/Pemberton 1 1 37 2.70% 
White Rock 2 2 23 8.70% 
Williams Lake 24 16 44 36.36% 

Total RCMP Detachments w/ RJ Files 1,874 915 4,207 21.75% 
RCMP Detachments w/o RJ Files 0 0 N/A N/A 
Other RCMP Units 1 1 N/A N/A 

Total 1,875 916 N/A N/A 
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    Files with an Associated Offender 

Detachment  

# Files with 
"restorative 
justice" in 
narrative  

# CC files 

# CC files with 
"restorative 
justice" in 
narrative  

% CC files 
with 

"restorative 
justice" in 
narrative 

# of 
sampled 

files 

# of sampled 
CC files 

referred to 
Community-

Level RJ 
Program 

% of sampled 
CC files 

referred to 
Community-

Level RJ 
Program 

Est. % CC files 
referred to 

Community-
Level RJ 
Program 

100 Mile House 6 387 5 1.29% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Alert Bay 1 192 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Alexis Creek 8 193 8 4.15% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Atlin 1 103 1 0.97% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Barriere 1 87 1 1.15% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Bella Bella 20 242 16 6.61% 3 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Bella Coola 2 315 2 0.63% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Boundary 11 371 11 2.96% 2 2 100.00% 2.96% 
Burnaby 104 4,398 89 2.02% 14 8 57.14% 1.16% 
Campbell River 43 2,141 39 1.82% 5 3 60.00% 1.09% 
Castlegar 6 533 4 0.75% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Central Kootenay 6 541 9 1.66% 1 1 100.00% 1.66% 
Chase 4 198 3 1.52% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Chetwynd 1 428 1 0.23% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Clinton 1 42 1 2.38% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Columbia Valley 7 347 6 1.73% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Comox Valley 36 2,012 35 1.74% 5 4 80.00% 1.39% 
Coquitlam 23 4,043 19 0.47% 4 3 75.00% 0.35% 
Cranbrook/Kimberley 13 1,416 13 0.92% 2 2 100.00% 0.92% 
Creston 10 333 10 3.00% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Dawson Creek 1 1,157 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Dease Lake 1 73 1 1.37% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
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Fort Nelson 2 850 2 0.24% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Fort St James 4 846 3 0.35% 1 1 100.00% 0.35% 
Fort St. John 39 1,971 37 1.88% 6 4 66.67% 1.25% 
Fraser Lake 1 153 1 0.65% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Golden 9 261 6 2.30% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Houston 3 412 3 0.73% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Kamloops 106 4,019 97 2.41% 15 9 60.00% 1.45% 
Kelowna 136 6,684 133 1.99% 19 13 68.42% 1.36% 
Keremeos 3 154 2 1.30% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Kitimat 2 622 1 0.16% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Ladysmith 9 360 6 1.67% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Lake Cowichan 2 306 1 0.33% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Langley 2 3,660 2 0.05% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Lillooet 9 312 9 2.88% 2 2 100.00% 2.88% 
Lisims/Nass Valley 24 269 18 6.69% 2 1 50.00% 3.35% 
Lytton 4 147 4 2.72% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Mackenzie 4 402 4 1.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Masset 2 216 2 0.93% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Merritt 12 714 12 1.68% 2 1 50.00% 0.84% 
Mission 17 1,497 16 1.07% 3 2 66.67% 0.71% 
Nanaimo 277 5,111 265 5.18% 41 32 78.05% 4.05% 
New Hazelton 3 959 3 0.31% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Nootka Sound 7 119 7 5.88% 1 1 100.00% 5.88% 
North Cowichan/Duncan 73 2,522 66 2.62% 9 8 88.89% 2.33% 
North Okanagan 41 2,770 37 1.34% 6 2 33.33% 0.45% 
North Vancouver 101 2,821 76 2.69% 12 9 75.00% 2.02% 
Oceanside 33 700 23 3.29% 3 1 33.33% 1.10% 
Penticton 35 2,276 31 1.36% 6 4 66.67% 0.91% 
Port Alberni 34 1,653 32 1.94% 5 3 60.00% 1.16% 
Port Hardy 4 582 3 0.52% 1 1 100.00% 0.52% 
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Port McNeill 1 130 1 0.77% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Powell River 15 724 14 1.93% 2 2 100.00% 1.93% 
Prince George 13 6,806 13 0.19% 2 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Prince Rupert 15 2,629 7 0.27% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Quadra Island 2 87 2 2.30% 1 1 100.00% 2.30% 
Queen Charlotte 4 110 3 2.73% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Quesnel 32 1,814 30 1.65% 4 2 50.00% 0.83% 
Revelstoke 1 344 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Richmond 63 3,756 57 1.52% 8 2 25.00% 0.38% 
Ridge Meadows 2 2,921 2 0.07% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Salmon Arm 4 747 4 0.54% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Salt Spring Island 7 152 7 4.61% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Shawnigan Lake 2 313 2 0.64% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Sicamous 4 114 4 3.51% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Sidney - North Saanich 6 605 6 0.99% 1 1 100.00% 0.99% 
Smithers 1 890 1 0.11% 1 1 100.00% 0.11% 
Sooke 1 255 1 0.39% 0 0 N/A N/A 
South Okanagan 11 575 10 1.74% 1 1 100.00% 1.74% 
Squamish 2 856 2 0.23% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Summerland 2 206 2 0.97% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Sunshine Coast 37 839 30 3.58% 5 3 60.00% 2.15% 
Surrey 100 13,085 94 0.72% 15 10 66.67% 0.48% 
Takla Landing 6 100 4 4.00% 1 1 100.00% 4.00% 
Terrace 17 1,856 15 0.81% 2 1 50.00% 0.40% 
Tofino 3 407 3 0.74% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Trail 17 750 17 2.27% 3 3 100.00% 2.27% 
Tumbler Ridge 2 112 2 1.79% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Ucluelet 3 117 1 0.85% 1 1 100.00% 0.85% 
Upper Fraser Valley 143 4,392 135 3.07% 21 20 95.24% 2.93% 
West Shore 27 1,332 25 1.88% 4 2 50.00% 0.94% 
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Whistler/Pemberton 1 689 1 0.15% 0 0 N/A N/A 
White Rock 2 353 2 0.57% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Williams Lake 24 1,885 23 1.22% 4 3 75.00% 0.92% 

Total RCMP Detachments w/ RJ Files 1,874 112,871 1,696 1.50% 259 171 66.02% 0.99% 
RCMP Detachments w/o RJ Files 0 3,248 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Other RCMP Units 1 881 1 0.11% 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 

Total 1,875 117,000 1,697 1.45% 259 171 66.02% 0.96% 
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    Files with an Associated Youth Offender 

Detachment  

# Files with 
"restorative 
justice" in 
narrative  

# CC files 

# CC files with 
"restorative 
justice" in 
narrative  

% CC files 
with 

"restorative 
justice" in 
narrative 

# of 
sampled 

files 

# of sampled 
CC files 

referred to 
Community-

Level RJ 
Program 

% of sampled 
CC files 

referred to 
Community-

Level RJ 
Program 

Est. % CC files 
referred to 

Community-
Level RJ 
Program 

100 Mile House 6 62 4 6.45% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Alert Bay 1 23 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Alexis Creek 8 43 8 18.60% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Atlin 1 8 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Barriere 1 6 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Bella Bella 20 34 6 17.65% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Bella Coola 2 59 2 3.39% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Boundary 11 44 10 22.73% 2 2 100.00% 22.73% 
Burnaby 104 620 87 14.03% 13 8 61.54% 8.64% 
Campbell River 43 237 21 8.86% 2 1 50.00% 4.43% 
Castlegar 6 77 3 3.90% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Central Kootenay 6 65 5 7.69% 1 1 100.00% 7.69% 
Chase 4 29 1 3.45% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Chetwynd 1 39 1 2.56% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Clinton 1 1 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Columbia Valley 7 37 6 16.22% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Comox Valley 36 253 19 7.51% 3 2 66.67% 5.01% 
Coquitlam 23 573 13 2.27% 3 2 66.67% 1.51% 
Cranbrook/Kimberley 13 182 7 3.85% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Creston 10 61 6 9.84% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Dawson Creek 1 171 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Dease Lake 1 9 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
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Fort Nelson 2 113 2 1.77% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Fort St James 4 96 2 2.08% 1 1 100.00% 2.08% 
Fort St. John 39 249 27 10.84% 4 3 75.00% 8.13% 
Fraser Lake 1 34 1 2.94% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Golden 9 30 2 6.67% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Houston 3 50 1 2.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Kamloops 106 466 35 7.51% 4 4 100.00% 7.51% 
Kelowna 136 815 70 8.59% 10 7 70.00% 6.01% 
Keremeos 3 34 1 2.94% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Kitimat 2 64 1 1.56% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Ladysmith 9 52 3 5.77% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Lake Cowichan 2 36 1 2.78% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Langley 2 523 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Lillooet 9 33 7 21.21% 1 1 100.00% 21.21% 
Lisims/Nass Valley 24 42 5 11.90% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Lytton 4 25 2 8.00% 1 1 100.00% 8.00% 
Mackenzie 4 45 3 6.67% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Masset 2 19 2 10.53% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Merritt 12 82 8 9.76% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Mission 17 176 10 5.68% 1 1 100.00% 5.68% 
Nanaimo 277 575 79 13.74% 14 11 78.57% 10.80% 
New Hazelton 3 100 2 2.00% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Nootka Sound 7 18 4 22.22% 0 0 N/A N/A 
North Cowichan/Duncan 73 282 42 14.89% 7 7 100.00% 14.89% 
North Okanagan 41 356 22 6.18% 3 2 66.67% 4.12% 
North Vancouver 101 386 43 11.14% 8 5 62.50% 6.96% 
Oceanside 33 83 13 15.66% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Penticton 35 301 27 8.97% 5 3 60.00% 5.38% 
Port Alberni 34 260 28 10.77% 4 2 50.00% 5.38% 
Port Hardy 4 52 3 5.77% 1 1 100.00% 5.77% 
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Port McNeill 1 15 1 6.67% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Powell River 15 86 6 6.98% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Prince George 13 916 6 0.66% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Prince Rupert 15 385 5 1.30% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Quadra Island 2 18 2 11.11% 1 1 100.00% 11.11% 
Queen Charlotte 4 19 1 5.26% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Quesnel 32 229 23 10.04% 3 2 66.67% 6.70% 
Revelstoke 1 25 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Richmond 63 461 35 7.59% 5 2 40.00% 3.04% 
Ridge Meadows 2 377 2 0.53% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Salmon Arm 4 85 3 3.53% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Salt Spring Island 7 9 3 33.33% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Shawnigan Lake 2 43 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Sicamous 4 18 3 16.67% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Sidney - North Saanich 6 80 2 2.50% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Smithers 1 88 1 1.14% 1 1 100.00% 1.14% 
Sooke 1 46 1 2.17% 0 0 N/A N/A 
South Okanagan 11 83 7 8.43% 1 1 100.00% 8.43% 
Squamish 2 89 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Summerland 2 48 2 4.17% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Sunshine Coast 37 122 17 13.93% 4 3 75.00% 10.45% 
Surrey 100 1,694 76 4.49% 10 6 60.00% 2.69% 
Takla Landing 6 17 4 23.53% 1 1 100.00% 23.53% 
Terrace 17 287 6 2.09% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Tofino 3 45 1 2.22% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Trail 17 105 17 16.19% 3 3 100.00% 16.19% 
Tumbler Ridge 2 19 1 5.26% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Ucluelet 3 5 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Upper Fraser Valley 143 527 68 12.90% 9 8 88.89% 11.47% 
West Shore 27 241 17 7.05% 3 1 33.33% 2.35% 
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Whistler/Pemberton 1 37 1 2.70% 0 0 N/A N/A 
White Rock 2 44 1 2.27% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Williams Lake 24 298 16 5.37% 3 3 100.00% 5.37% 

Total RCMP Detachments w/ RJ Files 1,874 14,591 976 6.69% 142 97 68.31% 4.57% 
RCMP Detachments w/o RJ Files 0 359 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Other RCMP Units 1 46 1 2.17% 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 

Total 1,875 14,996 977 6.52% 142 97 68.31% 4.45% 
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    Files with an Associated Adult Offender 

Detachment  

# Files with 
"restorative 
justice" in 
narrative  

# CC files 

# CC files with 
"restorative 
justice" in 
narrative  

% CC files 
with 

"restorative 
justice" in 
narrative 

# of 
sampled 

files 

# of sampled 
CC files 

referred to 
Community-

Level RJ 
Program 

% of sampled 
CC files 

referred to 
Community-

Level RJ 
Program 

Est. % CC files 
referred to 

Community-
Level RJ 
Program 

100 Mile House 6 325 2 0.62% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Alert Bay 1 169 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Alexis Creek 8 150 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Atlin 1 95 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Barriere 1 81 1 1.23% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Bella Bella 20 208 10 4.81% 2 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Bella Coola 2 256 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Boundary 11 327 3 0.92% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Burnaby 104 3,778 6 0.16% 2 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Campbell River 43 1,904 19 1.00% 3 2 66.67% 0.67% 
Castlegar 6 456 1 0.22% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Central Kootenay 6 476 4 0.84% 1 1 100.00% 0.84% 
Chase 4 169 2 1.18% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Chetwynd 1 389 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Clinton 1 41 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Columbia Valley 7 310 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Comox Valley 36 1,759 16 0.91% 2 2 100.00% 0.91% 
Coquitlam 23 3,470 7 0.20% 1 1 100.00% 0.20% 
Cranbrook/Kimberley 13 1,234 6 0.49% 2 2 100.00% 0.49% 
Creston 10 272 4 1.47% 1 1 100.00% 1.47% 
Dawson Creek 1 986 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Dease Lake 1 64 1 1.56% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
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Fort Nelson 2 737 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Fort St James 4 750 1 0.13% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Fort St. John 39 1,722 12 0.70% 2 1 50.00% 0.35% 
Fraser Lake 1 119 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Golden 9 231 4 1.73% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Houston 3 362 3 0.83% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Kamloops 106 3,553 68 1.91% 11 5 45.45% 0.87% 
Kelowna 136 5,869 69 1.18% 11 7 63.64% 0.75% 
Keremeos 3 120 1 0.83% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Kitimat 2 558 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Ladysmith 9 308 3 0.97% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Lake Cowichan 2 270 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Langley 2 3,137 2 0.06% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Lillooet 9 279 3 1.08% 1 1 100.00% 1.08% 
Lisims/Nass Valley 24 227 14 6.17% 2 1 50.00% 3.08% 
Lytton 4 122 2 1.64% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Mackenzie 4 357 1 0.28% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Masset 2 197 1 0.51% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Merritt 12 632 6 0.95% 2 1 50.00% 0.47% 
Mission 17 1,321 7 0.53% 2 1 50.00% 0.26% 
Nanaimo 277 4,536 192 4.23% 28 22 78.57% 3.33% 
New Hazelton 3 859 1 0.12% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Nootka Sound 7 101 4 3.96% 1 1 100.00% 3.96% 
North Cowichan/Duncan 73 2,240 32 1.43% 4 3 75.00% 1.07% 
North Okanagan 41 2,414 18 0.75% 3 0 0.00% 0.00% 
North Vancouver 101 2,435 37 1.52% 6 5 83.33% 1.27% 
Oceanside 33 617 10 1.62% 2 1 50.00% 0.81% 
Penticton 35 1,975 9 0.46% 1 1 100.00% 0.46% 
Port Alberni 34 1,393 6 0.43% 1 1 100.00% 0.43% 
Port Hardy 4 530 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
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Port McNeill 1 115 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Powell River 15 638 8 1.25% 2 2 100.00% 1.25% 
Prince George 13 5,890 7 0.12% 2 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Prince Rupert 15 2,244 2 0.09% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Quadra Island 2 69 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Queen Charlotte 4 91 2 2.20% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Quesnel 32 1,585 8 0.50% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Revelstoke 1 319 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Richmond 63 3,295 27 0.82% 3 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Ridge Meadows 2 2,544 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Salmon Arm 4 662 2 0.30% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Salt Spring Island 7 143 4 2.80% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Shawnigan Lake 2 270 2 0.74% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Sicamous 4 96 2 2.08% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Sidney - North Saanich 6 525 5 0.95% 1 1 100.00% 0.95% 
Smithers 1 802 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Sooke 1 209 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
South Okanagan 11 492 4 0.81% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Squamish 2 767 2 0.26% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Summerland 2 158 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Sunshine Coast 37 717 13 1.81% 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 
Surrey 100 11,391 23 0.20% 7 5 71.43% 0.14% 
Takla Landing 6 83 1 1.20% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Terrace 17 1,569 10 0.64% 1 1 100.00% 0.64% 
Tofino 3 362 2 0.55% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Trail 17 645 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Tumbler Ridge 2 93 1 1.08% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Ucluelet 3 112 1 0.89% 1 1 100.00% 0.89% 
Upper Fraser Valley 143 3,865 70 1.81% 12 12 100.00% 1.81% 
West Shore 27 1,091 11 1.01% 1 1 100.00% 1.01% 
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Whistler/Pemberton 1 652 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
White Rock 2 309 1 0.32% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Williams Lake 24 1,587 11 0.69% 2 1 50.00% 0.35% 

Total RCMP Detachments w/ RJ Files 1,874 98,280 807 0.82% 130 84 64.62% 0.53% 
RCMP Detachments w/o RJ Files 0 2,889 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 
Other RCMP Units 1 835 0 0.00% 0 0 N/A N/A 

Total 1,875 102,004 807 0.79% 130 84 64.62% 0.51% 
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