Does it work? 

Stories and Evaluation Research

Everyone learns from their mistakes. If they don’t learn the first time, they’ll probably learn the second time. It’s really up to them. (Vanessa Cuevas, Met secondary school Pupil, Virginia)

In this chapter we take note of emerging research and evaluations occurring nationally and internationally and listen to some stories of restorative solutions that have taken place. We will cover:

· What impact has restorative work had in schools and communities to date?

· Reductions in exclusions

· Reduced levels of Bullying

· Impact on non - school attendance

· Improved Behaviour across Schools and Communities

· Research in England and Wales

· Scottish Research

· Impact of Family Involvement and Support

· Making deeper spiritual and human connections

· Conclusions on research

So does this way of working actually work? As we write, evaluations of Restorative work in the UK and across the world are taking place. Much of the research is showing significant benefits to participating communities and individuals plus high levels of satisfaction reported from those who have directly engaged in the processes. Time and attention has been provided for victims of harm doing. People are being listened to and agreements maintained. After a rigorous look at all the research on restorative justice worldwide, Strang and Sherman conclude among many other positive conclusions that: 

· Crime victims who participate in restorative justice 

do better, on average, than victims who do not, 

across a wide range of outcomes including post- 

traumatic stress. 

· In many tests, offenders who participate in 

restorative justice commit fewer repeat crimes 

than offenders who do not. (Strang and Sherman, 2007)

So, are offenders learning and changing? The indications are very optimistic. This is the messy world of relationships. Not all the research variables can be controlled no matter how rigorous we might try to be, but the promise of alternative structures to exclusion processes feels closer when schools adopt a more restorative perspective as can be seen from what follows.  Often the narratives are where the true power lies. 

With only three exceptions (all from the same school), all school staff interviewed believed that their school had benefited from having restorative justice approaches available to them.  

The school has benefited in many ways. It’s helping to change the culture, 

recognising that others have feelings, and saying sorry. Talking things through is not the way that people do things around here; it’s not part of their upbringing at home. This is making a big difference. (Head teacher) 

Restorative justice was seen as a time-saver, a catalyst to culture change, and a strategy to enable staff to work in more productive ways. It allows children (and parents if involved) to be listened to and have a voice. If practised well, in the right circumstances, it also produces mostly sustainable outcomes. It has allowed me to step away from behaviour management issues.  (Head of year) 
(Youth Justice Board, 2004)
One of the first questions any decision maker may have about introducing this way of working in school will be  “Does this really work and where is the evidence in terms of changing attitudes, beliefs and ultimately behaviour towards others?” 
Few evaluations existed for schools in the UK who pioneered working restoratively under the Restorative Justice in Schools Program funded by the Youth Justice Board for England and Wales. There was some UK research specific to schools carried out in May 2000 but prior to this there was very little, and much of the research on restorative processes tended to be drawn only from related research carried out internationally in New Zealand and elsewhere (Maxwell and Morris, 1993, Jackson, 1998).

The Crime and Disorder Act 1998 provided a statutory context in the UK for commitment at government level to provide a wide ranging and creative new infrastructure and set of interventions within the field of youth justice. For the first time restorative interventions had a statutory status and were introduced as part of sentencing options for the courts.  It was the first indication of the government’s growing interest in restorative methods and victim’s rights. The Youth Justice and Criminal Evidence Act 1999 then also explicitly endorsed restorative principles supported by a research base around the effectiveness of these interventions (Tickell and Akester, 2004).  From the late 1990s we can see a range of attempts to explore the implementation of restorative working in Youth Justice situations. Educators were soon keen to be involved too in tackling issues related to behaviour, bullying and non-attendance. 

Restorative justice – bringing ‘victims, offenders and communities together in 

response to a particular crime’ – is an example of effective, but resource intensive 

and controversial policy. One example has been the notion that offenders should 

face up to their actions and make amends to their local community for their crimes by undertaking community service. This has been tried by Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships (CDRPs), which have ensured that responsible authorities, such as the police and local councils, interact with other local agencies and organisations to develop and implement strategies to tackle crime. Pilot studies have indicated that reparations, made as a part of a community-based sentence, are effective in motivating offenders to turn away from a life of crime.

 (New Local Government Network, June, 2007)

What impact has restorative work had in schools and communities to date?

Reductions in exclusions

OPEN BOX

Humiliated teacher

Paul, a year 8 boy in a UK Comprehensive School  annoyed Mr Moore, a Maths teacher by throwing a scrunched up ball of paper at him during a lesson. The ball of paper hit Mr Moore on the head, and although unhurt, he felt angry and humiliated, as the rest of the class took it as a chance to laugh at him. Initially, Mr Moore wanted Paul to be excluded for a number of days, but was persuaded to take part in a Restorative Conference, facilitated by one of his colleagues. During the Conference, Mr Moore was able to explain to Paul in a calm way how he felt about what had happened in his classroom the day before, and how it had affected his family. (He had gone home that evening in a very bad temper and had had an argument with his wife).

Paul apologised to Mr Moore, promised that he would try to behave better in his lessons, and then volunteered to clean out the maths stockroom, a job, which Mr Moore had been putting off for about 2 years. 

CLOSE BOX

The University of Waikato New Zealand (During 1999- 2000) were assigned by the Ministry of Education to pilot and develop a process for using Restorative Justice for conferencing in schools local to the University. This was in response to the sharp rise in the suspension/exclusion of pupils, both at primary and secondary stages. Maori boys, in particular, were identified as being over represented in the exclusion figures.

Five schools with very different characteristics were involved in that pilot project and showed that they implemented the ideas in very different ways. (Drewery, Winslade and McMenamin, 2002). 

The participants in the project were satisfied with the outcomes of the pilot and following this, the project was expanded to involve 29 schools in the region. Restorative conferencing was acknowledged as a powerful intervention in a school context, and has now widened its net to incorporate and develop a range of restorative practices. 

Forest Hill Community School, … has been using restorative justice for four years, and was one of the first in the country to do so. All the other schools in Lewisham, as well as other agencies - the Youth Offending Team, school police officers - have since been offered training in its strategies. The school faces the usual inner-city challenges such as disaffection, deprivation and a high number of children who don't speak English at home. All its pupils are boys and it is big - 1,400 on the roll. Yet it is oversubscribed, and has an excellent pastoral reputation.

As Mick Levens explains, however, its reputation for strictness used to be achieved partly through high levels of punishment. Permanent exclusions ran at a general rate of six a year. Last year there were four and this year, so far, there have been none. Short- term exclusions are down by nearly three quarters and even relatively minor misbehaviour is drastically reduced - the proportion of children being sent out of lessons to the school's "time out" referral room has almost halved. … Originating in methods used by the Maoris, the technique is gaining in popularity in Britain. Cherie Blair recently called for its use to bring criminals to an understanding of the impact of their wrongdoing. (The Independent, April 12th 2007)

In the UK restorative justice conferences sit alongside mediation, internal exclusion and managed moves as alternatives to permanent and fixed term exclusions. They hold enormous promise with their formality and own structured processes.  This promise has yet to be clearly reflected in national evaluation studies.

It is difficult to ascertain exactly the impact of restorative justice 

practices on school exclusion, as exclusions are affected by a number of factors. First, schools have developed a number of strategies to reduce their exclusion figures. Second, many of the schools in the study had not made any fixed-term exclusions during the period for which the key data were collected. Third, 

there were multiple interventions in all schools to improve behaviour and to reduce exclusions, making it impossible to tease out the effect that restorative justice had on reducing exclusions. Finally, school exclusion rates are also subject to changes in school leadership and behaviour policies. Some schools used restorative justice conferences to reintegrate pupils after fixed-term exclusions. Twelve of the programme schools in the study used restorative justice in some way in 

relation to exclusions, either to prevent them or to reintegrate into school pupils who had been excluded for a fixed term. (Youth Justice Board, 2004)
The 2004 national evaluation whilst revealing a complex picture regarding the number of exclusions did include positive comments about the effectiveness of restorative approaches on reducing school exclusions from the key stakeholder interviews.
It’s taken the heat out of some major feuds between pupils and avoided exclusions. 
      (In-school restorative justice co-ordinator) 

We have avoided fixed-term exclusions with all 14 of our conferences.  
(Behaviour co-ordinator) 

I see it as a civilising approach. It can help to keep the student in school. It leads to 

inclusion, not exclusion. I’d rather keep them in school. Exclusions are seen as a 

holiday. Long may it continue.    (Head of year)

(Youth Justice Board, 2004)

In 2006 there was an evaluation of Restorative Group Conferencing in three of Milton  Keynes, UK schools. One outcome from this very optimistic study was the finding that the risk of exclusion had been reduced because the cause had been removed with the resolution of the conflict. In the majority of cases where there was a possibility of exclusion the situation improved after the Restorative Group Conference.

Because if you don’t like them or do stuff or have a go at the teacher and use swear words there is no point just getting excluded just dead on the spot, because you haven’t heard both sides of the story so you think you just have a conference and then you hear all the sides of the story don’t you? (Milton Keynes Educational Psychology Service, 2006)

Reduced levels of bullying

Restorative justice processes offer us an opportunity to get off the seesaw between punitive and moralistic approaches to addressing school bullying. Advocates of punitive approaches call for responsibility and accountability for behavior. Advocates of the libertarian approaches call for further care and support of the person. A restorative process involves both these components, in that: (1) a message is communicated to the offender that the behaviour is not condoned by a community; (2) the offender is offered respect, support and forgiveness by the community. In other words, efforts are made to separate the act (or behaviour) from the person.(Morrison, 2001)
OPEN BOX

The first and best-known intervention to reduce bullying among school children was launched by Olweus in Norway and Sweden in the early 1980's inspired by the suicides of several severely victimized children. Norway supported the development and implementation of a comprehensive program to address bullying among children in school. The program involved interventions at multiple levels:

	
	Schoolwide interventions. A survey of bullying problems at each school, increased supervision, schoolwide assemblies, and teacher inservice training to raise the awareness of children and school staff regarding bullying.

	
	Classroom-level interventions. The establishment of classroom rules against bullying, regular class meetings to discuss bullying at school, and meetings with all parents.

	
	Individual-level interventions. Discussions with students identified as bullies and victims.


This predominantly restorative program was found to be highly effective in reducing bullying and other antisocial behavior among students in primary and junior high schools. Within 2 years of implementation, both boys' and girls' self-reports indicated that bullying had decreased by 50%. These changes in behaviour were more pronounced the longer the programme was in effect. Moreover, students reported significant decreases in rates of truancy, vandalism, and theft and indicated that their school's climate was significantly more positive as a result of the programme. Not surprisingly, those schools that had implemented more of the programme's components experienced the most marked changes in behaviour. The core components of the Olweus anti- bullying program have been adapted for use in several other cultures, including Canada, the UK and the United States (Olweus, 1993). The use of restorative justice conferencing in schools has received mixed reviews and the uptake of the practice has been slow in the UK, Australia and other countries (Morrison 2001). The current evidence suggests that what is needed is broader institutional support, in the form of a culture shift that supports the process (Ritchie & O’Connell 2001). 

Bullying is a difficult but ever present issue for schools to tackle. Levels of bullying can vary, but everyone is likely to experience bullying at some point in their life. International tragic incidents resulting from bullying continue to make regular media headlines. A significant group of pupils will be being bullied in every school as we write this book. This issue whilst much higher profile in recent years is still challenging for must traditional school discipline systems, which typically have very little impact (Sharp and Smith, 1994). Restorative interventions appear to offer something more, and have proven effective in tackling bullying (Cameron and Thoresborne, 2001) especially when the peer group is actively involved (Cowie, 2000). 
Bullied by a gang

Helen was a Year 10 girl in an inner city comprehensive. Small for her age, she had been teased and bullied about her appearance for many years, but the problem reached a new intensity when she was surrounded by a gang of eight girls in the school yard and subjected to ten minutes of constant haranguing and taunting. The incident was seen by teachers who stopped the girls, and after talking to Helen, finally realised the extent of the problem. Various strategies had been tried over the years both with Helen and her tormentors, but nothing had really worked.

Restorative Approaches had just been introduced into the school, and Helen’s head of year decided to try to resolve the situation by setting up some meetings run on Restorative lines. However, Helen was unwilling to meet face to face with her eight tormentors, even though she desperately wanted the bullying to stop. Her head of year managed to arrange eight separate meetings where the themes that had been identified in Helen’s thoughts and feelings were addressed with each child at the appropriate points. Each one had a different experience and perspective and the responsibility of the facilitator was to ensure that there was a detailed accounting of what happened, the thoughts and feelings of those whose actions caused the harm and how it was experienced by Helen. This proved to add to the effective experience of it with the context being set for each individual and helped them relate their side of the story and the impact of their actions on Helen. To varying degrees, the eight girls were shocked at how Helen felt about what they had thought was a harmless game. Most of them volunteered to “become her friend”, while the others said that they would “leave her alone”. Helen’s last three terms at school were her happiest, and she ended up gaining some creditable GCSE results and enrolling in the local FE college.
 (Diagram to go in here stages of conference and time line as a helpful prompt)

CLOSE BOX

In the UK restorative interventions have been directed at bullying with increasingly positive outcomes. 
Bullying has decreased in the Lambeth programme schools by 4% and 7%, while it has increased in all the other schools, with the greatest increases occurring in the non- programme schools (5% and 13%). 
Verbal threats significantly decreased in the Lambeth schools, with an increase of 13% of pupils reporting that they have not been verbally threatened by another pupil in the past month (p<0.05)

In Somerset, there was an 8% reduction in reported bullying in the programme school, and a 14% increase in thinking that the school was doing a good job in stopping bullying. Meanwhile, in the non-programme school, pupils reported an 11% increase in rumour spreading, and an 11% decrease in thinking that the school was doing a good job in stopping bullying. (Youth Justice Board, 2004)
The general term, “whole school approach”, has been around internationally for some time. Under the “whole school” umbrella restorative anti bullying programs in schools have combined community dialogue among students, teachers and parents on how to prevent bullying with mediation of specific cases (Rigby, 1996). The evaluations of results have been positive (Farrington, 1993; Pitts and Smith, 1995, Rigby, 1996). 

In 2006 the Milton Keynes study showed that conferences were effective in the three schools evaluated, in addressing bullying cases as evidenced by questionaieres, reviews and interviews.

Research in North America also demonstrate that restorative conferencing programs have been very successful and the anti bullying programs with a restorative ethos have managed in some cases to halve bullying in schools. (Farrington, 1993).

Peer involvement in restorative interventions such as peer mediation, peer counselling and Circles of Friends are proving to be a rich and effective way of impacting upon school bullying (Cowie, 2000, Newton and Wilson, 2007).

Impact on Non- School Attendance

Restorative approaches in Japanese schools, as evidenced by Masters (1997) in his qualitative research, have been shown to be very successful with radical “whole school” innovations.  One case example cited a school principal doing three home visits to a girl and her mother. This pupil had been verbally insulted by the whole class and was refusing to return.  The class teacher also guided the class through a process of restorative preparation. The agreed resolution involved a visit by all of the class to the girl’s home, where apologies were offered and forgiveness requested. A report was given to the entire school staff following the incident the restorative interventions and the final outcome. The class apologised to the staff group for taking up so much of their time (Cummings, 1980, cited in Masters, 1997). 

Lynn Zammit (2001) reported that the introduction of restorative justice into one school in Arizona, USA had the following effect on truancy:





1998-99
1999-2000
2000-2001

Truancy


16%

5%

-

In the UK the Nottingham Restorative Conferencing Project (2002) evaluated a series of 105 conferences in 8 schools and reported that attendance improved in each where this was an issue. 78% of conferences were judged successful and 16% partially successful when measured against the criteria that ‘issues had been resolved’. 

OPEN BOX

Stalking

This story concerns Sandeep (14) and Emma (13) who both attended the same inner city comprehensive school and were in the same teaching group for some subjects.

The school’s Education Welfare Officer (EWO) was doing a routine check and noticed that Emma had truanted from two particular lessons on every occasion in the past two weeks. When he talked to Emma he discovered that she was happy to attend all other lessons, but she would not tell him why she was leaving school to miss English and History, except to say that it was “nothing to do with the teachers or the work.”

The Education Welfare Officer passed the case on to an experienced senior member of staff, who had a good relationship with Emma and to whom she felt able to talk about what was happening to her. She was missing English and History because of a boy in her class called Sandeep; these were the only two lessons where they were in the same group. Emma explained to the teacher that Sandeep made her feel very uncomfortable. For the past 3 or 4 weeks, he had been staring at her, had followed her around the school yard at breaktimes, and had followed her home on one occasion, sitting on a wall outside her house for a couple of hours until it got dark. The only way she felt she could deal with this was to avoid him, thus missing some lessons.

The teacher realised that Emma wanted to tell Sandeep about how she felt, but had no way of doing so. She suggested a Restorative Conference for the next day, and Emma agreed. Sandeep was also invited and told what the issue was about. He seemed keen to participate.

The teacher facilitated the Conference the next day. Emma told Sandeep that his behaviour made her feel uncomfortable and scared and that she had had to truant to get away from him. Sandeep was horrified to discover the effect his behaviour was having: he had no real explanation for his behaviour, except that somehow he “really liked” Emma. He made a firm agreement to Emma that he would stop harassing her. He kept to his agreement and two weeks later intervened sensibly in the yard when two older boys began to call Emma names.

We don’t always know what becomes of cases like Emma and Sandeep’s beyond the follow up, if everything is going well. What we do know is that the Restorative Conference repaired Emma and Sandeep’s relationship in the short term, and that Emma missed no more lessons. Sandeep not only became aware of the effect his behaviour was having on someone else and didn’t repeat it in his final two years at school, he also became sensitive to the effects of other boy’s words/actions. As we can see from this example, he was then able to intervene in a restorative way by prompting them to reflect on the effects of what they were saying. Whilst both Sandeep and Emma were invited to come back to the restorative justice coordinator if things were not working out and if there continued to be any ongoing issues, they did not. It was important to keep open the option to talk even after the follow up. The fact that neither came back led all concerned to assume that the longer-term outlook was good and informal checking about how things were with their form tutors evidenced this.  

CLOSE BOX

Southend Local Authority in Essex, UK (2002-3) studied the first eight conferences that were run in their Southend Family Group Conference pilot project.  It set out to establish the viability of using this process in education and to establish its effectiveness when used with problems of attendance and to see how participants perceived it.

The study, while only with a small group of pupils, demonstrated clearly that in the majority of children attendance did rise significantly in one case as much as 74%.  It was least effective when the young person did not attend the meeting, and was not part of the planning process. The study also showed that even if this is the case attendance still appeared to rise.
Individual school attendance pre and post conference  
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School attendance for pupils in the programme varied from 23 – 69%. The average attendance for pupils in the four pilot schools was 81% compared to 93% nationally. Attendance levels rose to 97.2% for one pupil following a Family Group Conference with an average attendance being recorded at 87.4% immediately following a conference. One pupils’ attendance improved only slightly (from 51% to 64%) post conference; this pupil did not attend the conference. Her attendance subsequently rose in the months following the conference to an average of 85%. One pupils’ attendance rose from 23% to 91% post conference. Her attendance continues to average at 92% (McGrath, 2003).

 Improved Behaviour across Schools and Communities

In New Zealand there are reports that the use of Family Group Conferencing done rigorously alongside community work in the Wellington region had the following effects between 1994-1999:

· Youth Crime reduced by 70%

· Repeat offending within one month of the previous crime, reduced from 36 to 2 per year 

In practice, our research on family group conferences showed that:

· victims were willing and able to participate in restorative justice processes

· a significant proportion of victims felt positively toward the process and were satisfied with the outcomes;

· offenders were held accountable;

· reconviction rates were no worse and may be better than for court-based samples; and

· factors in restorative justice processes may be linked to a lower probability of reconviction. (Maxwell and Morris, 1998)

Action research undertaken by researchers from the University of Waikato between 1999 and 2001  (Drewery, Winslade and McMenamin, 2002) with some 34 schools  in New Zealand, was very optimistic in outcomes. It gave practical details for others implementing such approaches. Their findings largely echo what is described below in the UK context, especially the involvement of the headteacher and managers, the importance of training at least two people in every school and the impact upon a school culture of such an approach.

A restorative approach to school discipline represents a major change in attitude for many schools, away from the retributive approach to discipline that is so familiar to most of us in the education system. Nevertheless, our interactions with the schools who participated…suggest that there is a strong desire among school hierarchies to embrace a less confrontational approach to school discipline. (Restorative Practices Development Team, New Zealand 2003)
Lynn Zammit (2001) reported that the introduction of restorative justice into one school in Arizona, USA had the following effects:





1998-99
1999-2000
2000-2001

Referrals for Discipline: 
3,786

945

625

Physical Assaults and fights  841

28

18

An example of a restorative justice programme for which robust outcome data exist is the 

Halt Scheme from the Netherlands (Coester, 2002). The Halt Scheme, an extra-judicial 

response to acts of vandalism committed by young people, offered those arrested the 

possibility to work or pay as a means of rectifying their offence. Since the early 1980s, 

when the programme was established, the objective of the Halt Scheme has broadened to 

address offences other than vandalism, including theft and shoplifting. Research from the 

programme’s pilot stages indicates that the Halt Scheme has had positive results in terms of reducing recidivism. After contact with the Scheme, over 60% of the young people 

reduced offending behaviour or ceased to commit acts of delinquency, compared to a 

control group where 25% committed fewer criminal acts, but where none stopped 

completely.

Research in England and Wales

Thames Valley Restorative Cautioning and Conferencing was piloted in Aylesbury, in the UK as an initiative for adults as well as for young people and was inspired by the example of New South Wales. In the latter Australian setting, restorative conferences had been introduced to encourage people to take responsibility for their actions and to improve relationships in that context between police and the community (Tickell and Akester, 2004). 

The 2002 evaluation of the Thames Valley scheme showed that the participants were mostly satisfied and valued the opportunity to meet and to express themselves. They thought on the whole that the aims were met and outcomes were satisfactory. Comparative studies of young offenders aged 10- 17 indicated that those who went through the restorative process at cautioning stage were only half as likely to be re-sanctioned within a year.

Importantly, the evaluation underlined the importance of getting the process right. It named the following examples of bad practice: 

· poor quality facilitation

· under-preparation of parties 

· coercion of young people or their supporters

· lack of clarity of purpose leading to misunderstanding

· relationships deteriorating leaving the young person feeling a “bad person”.

Police working for the Bourne End Restorative Justice Unit also incorporated restorative conferencing as part of their cautioning process. About 20 cases were dealt with each week and police officers were impressed with how effective and powerful conferences could be. (Miers et. al. 2001).  Sir Charles Pollard in 2006 reported that 

‘The victim is 15 times more likely to get an apology than in the court process, two fifths are less likely to suffer impairment in their daily life and work, and 97 per cent said their conference ‘went well’. Of 46 studies, 41 showed fewer reconvictions, 2 showed neutral effects, and only 3 showed some evidence of increased re-offending. It faces threats, including over-professionalizing, lack of resources, and media scare stories; the latter need to be countered by case studies.’ (Pollard, 2006)

In 2004 a pilot initiative using restorative justice conferences to tackle exclusions, truancy, bullying and other forms of anti- social behaviour was launched in two schools in the London Borough of Lambeth. The program was extended to Hammersmith and Fulham, and two other London boroughs. Following positive indicators it was extended to some other areas across England and Wales. Nine Youth Offending Teams (YOTS) in total covering 26 schools, 6 of which were Primaries began using restorative practices. 

An audit within one of the Hammersmith and Fulham schools provided quantitative and some qualitative feedback of pupils’ experiences of the restorative conferences. This was independent of the national evaluation and provided a more accessible and instant evaluation specific to that school. Questionnaires were given to pupils who had participated in the conferences and these were completed voluntarily  (APPENDIX 6). 60 returns from children and young people were received and the results of these were presented within an OFSTED inspection in June 2005.

91% of pupils made agreements in the conferences. The percentage of pupils who felt they were able to tell their side of the story was 94% with the remaining 6% answering “not sure” rather than not at all. 97% of pupils felt the conference agreement was ‘fair’ (Clark and Mahaffey, 2004).

Details were taken from the request for involvement information. This clarified whether the conference itself was instead of exclusion, post exclusion (reintegration) or if the incident itself did not warrant exclusion. Sometimes this was because the issue was connected to a relationship matter that needed to be resolved. This school was particularly interested in whether restorative conferences had any impact on reducing exclusions. 65% of conferences occurred instead of giving fixed term exclusion, with the remaining 35% being ‘not applicable’ since the incident itself would not have warranted fixed term exclusion. 

Some of the comments from the young people themselves in this audit included:

“It was a really good way to deal with the problem with the other boy”

“It’s the fairest thing in this school”

“They could see how I felt”

Subsequent to this, one OFSTED inspector actually commented that the restorative process helps in “working towards improving behaviour”, and at the same time “not enough people have access to it” (Clark and Mahaffey, 2004).

The restorative practice coordinator for the school actually commented: 

“If this is what a difference it can make in one school think what a difference it can make in all schools if it is carried out and monitored properly!”

From 2001- 2004 a national evaluation was carried out by the Youth Justice Board across the pilot projects of the UK. The full report ‘National Evaluation of the Restorative Justice in Schools Programme’ (2004) can be viewed at: 

http://www.yjb.gov.uk/Publications/Scripts/prodView.asp?idProduct=207&eP=
OPEN BOX

Girl gangs 

Youth Justice Board, 2004
An incident occurred between two girl gangs from different schools when, following a death in one of the girl’s family, one girl received a text message saying “Ha-ha, your brother’s died!” The girls from one gang threatened to attack the girls in the other gang outside their school. One of the girls in the threatened gang asked a member of the school staff to intervene and asked for a conference (she had been party to another incident that had been resolved through a conference). 

A conference was organised between some of the girls from the two schools. Five girls from each school attended. The girl who had received the text was not present at this conference. A number of relatively minor issues between the two groups were discussed in the conference,and all agreed to stay away from each other in future.  

A further incident occurred between the two gangs when a girl from one gang barged another in a shopping centre, resulting in a further escalation of the threats. It was agreed to hold another conference. This time the girl who had received the text message attended. The facilitators skilfully handled the large group of girls in the conference. During the second conference it emerged that two of the girls had switched their gang allegiance and that one of the girls had a cousin who was being bullied by the girls in the other school. These events were the real source of the dispute. Feelings were aired, and those present agreed that it was good to be able to talk about what had happened and the problems that these incidents were causing all of them. It also emerged that other people in the gangs were stirring things up, and trying to keep the conflicts going. 

After much talking, the girls again agreed to pay less attention to those stirring and to keep their distance. This time the agreement between the two gangs held. 

CLOSE BOX

Data was collected for each school at the beginning and at the end of the evaluation. Thisincluded contextual data (such as the percentage of pupils receiving free school meals and the school roll) and performance indicator data (such as exclusions, attendance, staff sickness and turnover, and the number of restorative conferences). 

All Year 7 and Year 9 pupils in the participating secondary schools completed victimisation questionnaires before the interventions were introduced (4, 604 pupils). 

The survey was repeated in each of the schools with the same year groups between January and March 2004 in order to find out whether the restorative justice initiatives had made a 

difference to the levels of victimisation, bullying and degree of safety felt by pupils. Their attitudes were also measured according to a number of key variables such as their perceptions of how well (or how badly) the school was doing at stopping bullying, and whether telling a teacher about being bullied was seen as ‘grassing’ (tale - telling). 
This evaluation showed that the restorative justice interventions including restorative justice conferences organised by school staff together with outside agencies such as YOT staff, police or mediation service staff, were making a positive impact. In some places school staff were trained to implement restorative practices or to develop peer mediation processes. A variety of restorative interventions were implemented during the national programme ranging from restorative enquiry to circle time. 

One case in the research involved a student admitting to setting off a fire alarm between lessons. The conference that was held included the local fire safety officer, the young person and his mother, another pupil who had recently set off the alarm prior to this and a school representative. The student’s mother felt that the conference was far more likely, to make her son take notice of the seriousness of what he had done compared with just being told off or punished by school.   

The summary of the National Evaluation of the Restorative Justice in Schools Programme (2004) demonstrated in its outcomes that a total of 92% of conferences resulted in an agreement. The agreements themselves revealed that what the restorative conferences had brought forth were: 

· apologies

· repaired relationships

· stopping of behaviour that led to the conference and

· maintaining of distance between the parties, through formal reparation.

One of the significant findings was that only 6% of conferences failed to reach a satisfactory agreement. For the remaining 2% of conferences a final agreement had not been reached at the time of reporting but follow-up conferences had been planned to address this.

The value and sustainability of the agreements was demonstrated by the three-month follow up interviews. These indicated an impressive 96% of the agreements had been upheld and only 4% of the agreements had been broken within this time period. 

The qualitative interviews revealed that those who participated perceived that the approach gave pupils and parents a voice and that restorative conferencing had a positive impact upon communication between staff, parents and children. 

Pupils reported high levels of satisfaction with the process of participating in conferences, with 89% of pupils reporting that they were satisfied with the outcome of the conferences and 93% reporting that they thought that the process was fair and that justice had been done. Having an opportunity to be listened to and being heard was highlighted as the most important part of the process: 
It was a chance to sort things out, to get over what had happened before, and start 

again for the future.     
(Year 6 boy) 

What was best was that she told the truth. I expected her to make up all sorts of lies 

about me.      

(Year 7 girl) 
Bringing everyone together to sort things out is better because you can hear what 

one another say, instead of being separate. It cuts down on people lying. 
         (Year 8 boy) 

The teachers treated us the same. We were both allowed to make our points of view, 

but no one person got more time than the other. It was fair. (Year 9 girl)
(Youth Justice Board, 2004)
Staff felt more enabled to work in more productive ways and generally the approach was seen as offering new approaches to solving longstanding problems. Survey findings about pupil behaviour showed that there had been a significant improvement in pupil behaviour in the programme schools, while behaviour had declined in the  non-programme schools. 

Of staff in programme schools, 6% more reported that pupil behaviour had improved since the introduction of restorative approaches (statistically significant p<0.05), while there was a 5% decrease in staff in non-programme schools who reported that pupil behaviour had improved. There was a 9% reduction of staff in programme schools who reported that pupil behaviour had worsened between the two surveys, while there 

was an increase of 12% of staff at non-programme schools who reported that pupil behaviour had worsened.
It has been very effective. It has worked with some of the toughest pupils in the 

school and the agreements have largely been upheld. It has reduced the cycle of 

retaliations after incidents, and has reduced aggressive behaviour in those that 

have been involved.       
(Social inclusion assistant) 

The conferences help young people to separate facts from emotions. It has helped 

perpetrators to be more aware of the effects of their actions and to take 

responsibility, particularly where they thought things were just a joke, and they had 

not realised the impact their behaviour was having on their victims. It has also 

helped to increase the confidence of victims.  

 (Deputy head, secondary school) 

I know from the children that I have worked with that have been through restorative 

justice, that it has made a big impact on them. Some became the best of friends – 

others simply agreed to say hello and stay apart.   
(Head of year) 

 (Youth Justice Board, 2004)
In this evaluation although the numbers were small, it seemed that staff who had specialist roles in dealing with behaviour (supportive curriculum staff and special needs staff) also tended to have a negative view of restorative approaches. They reported that restorative approaches were “nothing new”, or spoke about the dangers of allowing non-specialists to interfere with a specialist role. Some of these specialist staff also had a particular concern about the possible stigmatising effect of working with the police in a conference. 
One conclusion of the work was that restorative justice is not a panacea for all situations. It is argued that it needs to be targeted at the right people, at the right time, by people with the right skills and within a whole-school approach for it to be maximally effective. 

Restorative justice is a clear process in terms of a way to manage a meeting with a 

definitive outcome which all the parties are clear about. Students and parents have 

welcomed the clear agreements which result at the end of the conference.  
 (Head teacher, secondary school) 

Staff running conferences must be skilled – they must be secure in what they’re 

doing. They must feel safe.      
(Police officer) 

We deal with bullies every day – it needs to be dealt with on the spot. To leave it a 

week till someone from the Yot comes in is way too long. (Head of year) 
 (Youth Justice Board, 2004)
Not surprisingly, an integral part of implementing restorative practices in schools appeared to be head teachers’ commitment. It was actually considered to be one of the most important factors in getting restorative practices properly embedded in school practice. One of the single most important factors in the introduction of restorative approaches into schools is acceptance on the part of the head teacher. The influence of the head teacher on the school culture and ethos is paramount. If restorative approaches are introduced without their full commitment in both vision and practice, it was concluded, they will not be fully effective. This point was strongly reinforced by all the key stakeholders interviewed other than head teachers.
But it is clear that restorative justice needs to be led from the top by someone with a vision about how restorative practices can add value to the school.

(Youth Justice Board, 2004)
Clear information was seen as being important. This included details of what restorative justice is, how it is to be implemented and by whom. Schools needed to commit time and resources for this work to be effective. These included in-service training for staff on restorative approaches and the lack of this was seen as the single biggest barrier to implementation.

Senior managers in schools were asked what levels of resourcing would be necessary to sustain the project. The variations in costings needed to sustain the project varied widely (from £6,000 to £20,000 per year), to fund a proportion of a staff member’s time to run conferences (learning mentors, counsellors, etc.). Others thought that only training costs needed to be provided (approximately £1,500 per annum).

(Youth Justice Board, 2004)
In the 2006 Milton Keynes study, students considered that conferencing had a positive effect on relationships and conflicts in schools and recommended the approach to be introduced in other schools.  

Scottish Research

The Scottish Executive (government) provided funding for a 30-month pilot project in three Scottish councils (recently extended by a further two years) beginning in 2004. The overall aim for the pilot projects was to learn more about restorative practices in school settings and to look at whether there could be a distinctive Scottish approach, that is, an approach that both complemented and offered something additional to Scottish practice.

The three pilot councils developed their restorative projects in different ways, although they worked with the Scottish Executive to develop a broadly common underpinning philosophy. Eighteen schools were identified as pilot evaluation schools; these included ten high schools, seven primary schools and one special school, in urban, suburban and rural areas and in areas of severe economic poverty as well as areas of relative economic wealth. They had varied histories in terms of existing approaches that could be described as restorative and had very varied expectations of the project. The universities of Edinburgh and Glasgow conducted a two-year formative evaluation of the work (Lloyd, 2006). 

The 18 schools progressed at different speeds, primary schools in general finding it easier to develop whole-school approaches. In every school, as expected, staff were at different stages of knowledge and commitment; in some most were strongly involved and there was a sense of critical mass, of changing culture and ethos. However, the evaluation was able to identify real strengths and achievements across all councils and schools. Students and staff, particularly in primary schools, identified measurable improvements in school climate and student behavior. They described restorative language in use by staff and students. In one school, visitors commented on the air of calmness. Students felt valued by staff and were able to identify restorative elements in their teachers’ actions. Primary schools had not made much use of disciplinary exclusions, but where they had this was eliminated or significantly reduced, and there was clear evidence of reduction in referrals to managers for discipline and in some cases a reduction of the need for external behavior support.

“Now it’s OK to be seen (by other staff), to be talking things through—not necessary to be seen to punish” (a teacher).

The high schools were more diverse in their achievements. Several had recently undergone critical external evaluation and changes in head teachers that slowed the process of change. However, there was clear evidence of changing cultures and practice. In some there was still a significant challenge from a minority of resistant staff; in one school there were strong feelings by a vocal minority that this kind of approach represented an undermining of proper discipline. In others, however, there was clear evidence of a school “turning around,” with significant reduction in use of punishments and of expulsion. In most high schools, staff had substituted restorative processes for more traditional punishments such as “lines,” although in some, former punishment processes still remained alongside them. (Lloyd, 2006)

This may not be the only “answer” to issues of relationships and discipline in schools, and some of the elements may not be entirely new. However, our evaluation indicates that it has a great deal to offer. (Lloyd, 2006)

Impact on Family Involvement and Support

It is significant that restorative justice approaches, as opposed to punitive and stigmatising responses, have demonstrably reduced delinquency when parents have applied the principles and practice in raising their children (Braithwaite, 1989; Sampson and Laub, 1993). Participation in restorative approaches have also been reported to result in more positive contact with schools:

· Everyone had a chance to speak. I definitely felt listened to by the school, and also my son.

· It has helped us to communicate better with our children at home too, trying to listen more instead of blaming.

· It’s good when a phone call comes through now to tell you something good. (Paddy O’Connor, Principal, Letterkenny, Vocational School, Ireland, 2004)
Braithwaite’s claim (1989) is that because so many families so often slip into ‘stigmatisation and brutalisation’ of their difficult members, we need restorative justice institutionalised in a wider context that can engage and restore such families. Schools within this context play a vital role within an ethos of care and integration as part of the educational ideal. Families can learn the principles of restorative interventions with support and encouragement.

In the UK research (Youth Justice Board, 2004) less than a fifth (19%) of conferences involved parents as parties to the conference. Parents were routinely involved in conferences in just five schools, although a further 10 schools involved parents in more serious incidents. Parents were not involved in 11 schools. What is equally striking from this research is that when parents were involved even more progress was made and relationships strengthened.

We had one parent attend who had a really bad opinion of the school. After the 

conference, they went away with a completely different view of the school. We have 

a much more constructive relationship now.  
(Head teacher) 

We involve parents whenever we can, mainly when the incident is serious. It takes 

time to make all the calls, and this is really important. We let them know that 

everyone will have a chance to have their say and to be listened to. We stress that 

your child is not a bad child and that you are not a bad parent. We need you to 

come into the school because so-and-so is happening and we want to work together 

to solve it. When they come in we are not in the head’s office and no one is laying 

down the law to them. They see me as a person who’s there to resolve the issue. It’s 

not threatening for them because we make sure that it is not so.    
(School counsellor/Restorative justice facilitator) 

It makes a huge difference having the parents in the conference. It enables them to 

have a voice, and it shows that the school is trying to work with them, rather than

against them. (YOT restorative justice co-ordinator/facilitator) 

(Youth Justice Board, 2004)

Involving parents may be challenging for busy school staff but the payoffs are likely to be rich if this and other emerging research is anything to go by. Parents can learn to be more restorative and can strengthen agreements made between individual pupils. Parents are more likely to get a sense of partnership or at least a feeling that they are working with the school rather than against each other.

OPEN BOX

Playground aggression

Steven in Year 3 and Danny in Year 6 had an argument in the playground about a football. Danny lashed out at Steven and hurt him, by slapping him around the face. The 2 boys had previously got on really well, but Steven’s mum was very angry and refused to countenance any action apart from some kind of punishment or retribution. She wasn’t even sure what it would be: she just wanted something doing, and was very resistant to the idea of any Restorative approach. However, the deputy head of the school persisted and eventually and grudgingly Steven’s mum agreed to a short Restorative Conference taking place. His bigger brother supported Steven and Danny had a friend from his class to support him. 

After about 20 minutes, the problem was resolved. Danny agreed to keep away from Steven, but also agreed to say “hello” and would smile whenever they met. Both boys said that they “felt better” after the conference. Steven’s mum pronounced herself “astounded” by the difference the conference made and became a firm advocate amongst other parents for the Restorative Approach.

CLOSE BOX

Making deeper spiritual and human connections

International commentators on restorative approaches to conflicts and those directly involved in reconciliation activities on a large scale in parts of the world such as Northern Ireland and Southern Africa work with the importance of forgiveness, active listening and resolution. 

Each process of healing through restorative justice is an opportunity to create deeper community bonds while building social capital and creating more heart-based solutions to local problems. The capacity of restorative justice to address these emotional and relational needs—and to engage the citizenry in doing so—is the key to achieving and sustaining a healthy civil society. An international restorative/peace approach to international conflicts has been proven to drastically reduce deaths by war and other forms of violence. 

(Pip Cornwall, 2007)
International peacemakers speak up for the deeper most meaningful connections between people that restoration invites. Desmond Tutu speaks of the South African concept of ubuntu  an ancient Bantu word— the essence of being human. Ubuntu reflects that we:

 … live in a delicate network of interdependence. … That a person is a person through other people. …  I am human because I belong. I participate, I share. (Tutu, 1999)
The desire for community connection with other people stands in paradox with the desire for individuality and human expressions of freedom. Restorative approaches nurture the former instinct. Three of the regularly reported outcomes of working restoratively in the UK are summarised by Hopkins (2004) as:

· the reduction of fear

· enhancement of harmonious relationships

· improvement in  self esteem 

The enhancement of harmonious relationships is at the heart of human connection and peaceful community building.

OPEN BOX

Long term dispute

Two Year 9 girls, Rebecca and Emma were brought together after two and a half years of difficulties and problems. Many “friends” on both sides had become embroiled in the disputes, and the school was aware that as the girls got older two gangs were on the point of forming. After one nasty incident, a teacher brought the two girls together and ran a meeting on Restorative lines. After 40 minutes the girls agreed to make up and asked for all their friends to be brought in one by one so that they could be told “its all over”.

Rebecca said, “That half hour sorted out more problems than the previous two years had.” Emma said that they had never been brought together to sort out their issues, and had realised within 10 minutes of being together that no one wanted the situation that had developed. The girls just didn’t know how to solve the problem.

Subsequent checks and support by the school showed that Rebecca and Emma are still OK together, and a potentially unpleasant situation between two gangs had been averted.   

CLOSE BOX

The indigenous communities of North America, Canada and New Zealand have provided inspiration and cultural resources throughout the world.  These cultures bring a depth and “spirituality” to their community processes which have enriched restorative justice (Braithwaite, J., 2003). This has not been without its own challenges for implementation of this work in the UK and elsewhere, as Drewery, for example, outlines; 

…the value underpinnings of euro – western psychology and indeed euro-western education are in fact contrary to many fundamental values of Maori culture such as whanaungatanga (interconnectedness) and manaakitanga (care and hospitality). (Drewery et. al, 2003).

Notice the similarity between ubuntu and whanaungatanga, Bantu and Maori both reaching for the connectedness of humans with each other. This is being echoed in the findings of Western Sub Atomic physicists as they note how we are all physically part of one another. 

Working more restoratively takes us deeper, helping us to listen to and understand what lies underneath behaviour and between people. Inevitably this involves us in a newer, deeper story, perhaps as described so eloquently by Margaret Wheatley:

It is the story of how we feel when we see people helping each other, when we feel creative, when we know we are making a difference, when life feels purposeful (2005).

In conclusion…

The research is building and paints a predominantly positive picture with caveats suggesting restorative work is not the ultimate panacea or ‘silver bullet’ for all the challenges of our society. Already it is clear that restorative work holds great promise for tackling the challenges of relationships and hard to manage behaviour in our schools and communities. Whilst this data is always hard to interpret the number of exclusions do appear to have been impacted upon positively. Bullying appears clearly to have been reduced in most studies examining this. Some support for improved levels of attendance is beginning to emerge. Improved levels of behaviour in schools and communities seem well evidenced by agreements being kept, by reductions in crime and positive reports especially from people who have been harmed. Hardly surprising but there is clearly documented resistance from a range of stakeholders to these changes in practice. Families have been positive about their involvement in restorative processes and there is some evidence for processes being used in the home as well as by school based and other practitioners. What also appears to be emerging is a shift in thinking away from ‘blame and punishment’ as the default mode when practitioners are confronted by challenging and rule breaking behaviour. Deeper spiritual and human connectedness appear well nurtured by a more restorative approach to relationships. Ultimately it appears that we can create a new story for how we respond when harm occurs in our schools, families and communities.

Restorative justice as a new paradigm has much promise and its power to change lives has sometimes been underestimated. But it is no silver bullet. 

Sometimes it proves no more effective (or, in some cases, even less effective) than traditional criminal justice procedures. Its effectiveness is also dependent 

on the circumstances surrounding the offence and the offender. Nevertheless, the evidence to date strongly supports the continued and concerted use of 

restorative justice, with careful attention to the accumulation of further evidence about the conditions under which it proves to be most effective. (Strang and Sherman, 2007)
OPEN BOX

Resolved with a kiss

A Reception teacher is attempting to work restoratively with two reception aged pupils. Darren had pushed Jameel over onto the yard, causing his head to be grazed. When asked the question ‘how can you make it right?’ Darren apologised. The teacher then said ‘What else can you do?’ With this Darren leant over and kissed Jameel on the forehead! 

CLOSE BOX

We would love to hear of your own stories and research to add to this very exciting and rapidly developing field of activity.
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