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Introduction 
In Leonard’s article, “Can Restorative Justice Provide a Better Outcome for Participants and Society than the Courts” the purpose is to explore how restorative justice and restorative justice practices provide alternative and greater outcomes for the participants than the formal court process of the criminal justice system (Leonard, 2022). Secondary research analysis was used to discover the benefits and limitations of restorative justice and practices. The research highlights positive individual and community outcomes that distinctively resemble the concept of justice as opposed to the court process. 
Leonard is primarily targeting the promotion of restorative justice as a collaborator to the criminal justice system and not a rival to existing approaches and practices. The study reveals the strengths and weaknesses concerning the use of restorative justice and practices. Concluding that restorative justice and practices embody the strengths and weaknesses of society that progress beyond the punitive conclusions of the criminal justice system. The author is a credited professional within the field of criminology with over twenty years of experience teaching in academic institutions, a current speaker in the international conference circuit, and has published and edited twenty-five books and various articles for scholarly journals (Winchester, n.d.). 



Main body 
The article’s intended audience is aimed at legal professionals and law students who have an understanding of restorative justice and restorative practices alongside the process of the criminal justice system. The purpose is to distinguish whether restorative justice and practices can provide a better end result for the individuals involved and society as a whole. The article was published in 2022 and, as a result, is current and in line with up-to-date governmental policies concerning restorative justice and practices (Council, 2024). However, the majority of the secondary research sources used within the article are outdated by up to sixty years and not current resulting in unclear certainty. For example, Robert B Zajonc's (1965) drive theory, Steiner's (1976), and Steiner's (1972) taxonomy of tasks and Braithwaite's (1998) approach to restorative justice.
A conceptual theoretical framework has been used to argue the impact of participation in formal and informal justice processes. The author could have tested the statement by undertaking a quantitative study involving six groups of victims and offenders, three groups that has used restorative justice and practices and three that has not. It could then compare the standardised test results for both to determine if there is a statistically significant difference in the outcomes from all groups.
The article does not refer to any current research carried out to determine whether restorative justice and practices have a successful impact on the participants involved, the criminal justice system and society as a whole. A major limitation is the lack of reference to current objective research. The research is limited by its reliance on outdated secondary sources such as (Inspection, 2012), who reported that there is no significant evidence to support the need to involve communities in any restorative events. The key problem with this statement is that Leonard (2022) argues “by providing a community-based platform for dealing with crime, it provides outcomes such as remorse and guilt from the offender”. 
Limitations are considered when interpreting the articles findings such as Ness (1997) who states that criticisms of restorative justice can exhibit threats to or undermine the formal justice system. This statement is signifcantly outdated by over twenty years and the potential of  current research evidence possibly contradicting this statement (Gavrielides, 2021).Similarily, Leonard (2022) reports that the concluded result of restorative justice is a lengthy process and can lack the certainty that court systems contribute. 
Fulfilment of outcomes from restorative justice and practices can alter amongst victims and families which can result in further friction depending on the crime committed by the offender, such as domestic violence, sexual offences, murder and other various serious crime cases (Lanni, 2021).  According to the author, restorative justice has endured a lack of published material and as a result has suffered from a lack of discussion surrounding key issues, influences and the direction in which the system is heading in the future. Additionally, Pablo Romero‑Seseña (2025) research findings reveal “a significant shift toward victim-centered restorative models.
A number of authors within the article have considered the benefical effects of restorative justice, for example (Consedine, 1995; Ness, 2007; Maxwell, 2002; McCold, 2004; Sherman, 2007) who have identified the belief that when someone is harmed by another, the most functional retaliation is to attempt to repair the harm by focusing on making amends through “policy initiatives and society responses” and that restorative justice reduces repeat offending as opposed to custodial sentences for adults and youth offenders. Similarly,  Leonard 2022 proposes that restorative justice can reduce future crime rates through rehabilitation and reintegration, in turn this will reduce the back log of the courts system. According to Stefanovska (2013) “restorative justice reduces judicial waiting times and case loads can be reduced accordingly”
However, if this statement was valid and reliable, why are prisons currently full and over crowded (Low, 2024). Moreover, Baroness Newlove’s (2025) report found that “court backlogs have reached unprecedented levels, leaving victims trapped in a cycle of delay, frustration and despair; with 73,105 outstanding court cases as of September 2024 – the highest ever recorded” (Sasha Murray, 2025).

Conclusion
The article has provided some insight into the benefits and limitations for restorative justice and practices. Although, the review has demonstrated a lack of qualitative and quantitative data to support the benefits of restorative justice and practices within and outside of the criminal justice system. It has to be highlighted that the article is not conclusive and further research has to be ascertained to establish the role for and against the use of restorative justice and practices within our current dysfunctional prison and court system (Sasha Murray, 2025; Low, 2024). 
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A reflective report

Introduction 
In this reflective report I will be comparing and contrasting the main arguments for and against raising the MACR (minimum age of criminal responsibility) in England and Wales. Firstly, the definition of a child is any human under the age of eighteen years of age (Nations, 2010). Secondly, the criminal age of responsibility refers to the age at which a child can be prosecuted for a crime. This means that any child under the age of ten years of age can not be arrested or charged for a crime committed (CPS, 2022). In criminal law, there are two elements to consider once a crime has been committed. Actus Reus which constitutes the physical act of committing a crime and Mens rea which refers to the mental state or intent of an individual when carrying out a crime. Therefore, as opposed to children, adults are “presumed to be mature and mentally developed in their decision-making capability and as a result are held accountable for their actions” (Arthur, 2012). 
The Children and Young Persons Act altered the MACR in England and Wales to ten years of age (Goldson, 2013). In 1998 was the termination of doli incapax which is defined as incapable of evil (Fitz-Gibbon, 2016). Before the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 abolishment of doli incapax, children under the age of fourteen years of age were considered to be unable to differentiate between right and wrong and as a result were incapable of being involved in criminal behaviour (Newson, 2017; McGuinness, 2016). Moreover, in 2012 I found that the government stated “young people aged 10 and over can differentiate bad behaviour and serious wrongdoing” (Parliament, 2018).

Main Body  
The existing literature surrounding MACR is extensive and focuses particularly on the argument for and against raising the MACR within England and Wales. Prior to reading the literature, I believed that a child who commits a criminal offence should be treated the same as an adult. The reason behind this is due to the fact that if a child can engage in criminal behaviour, the child is capable of being punished for that behaviour through our criminal justice system (CJS). Regardless of age, I strongly agreed that the court process should deal with criminal behaviour and not the youth justice system.
 Guerrero Puerta (2017) found that the James Bulger case highlighted the significance of being against raising the MACR from ten years of age due to the ten-year-old killers being evil, the barbaric viciousness of the murder they committed and the conduct of the killers being described as cunning and extremely wicked. The case proved that “children of younger age are perceived as able to differentiate right and wrong” (Sivagnanam, 2024). 
Similarly, Millet (1995) states mischievous discretion can be applied which means a child's ability to differentiate between right and wrong and that their actions are not just simply naughty but seriously wrong. Proposing that children are capable of understanding the consequences of their actions and being held accountable for those actions. The same can be applied to ten-year-old murderer Mary Bell from Newcastle, England (Niski, 2018) (Sereny, 1999). In the same way, two unnamed twelve year old murderers who murdered nineteen-year-old Shawn Seesahai by stabbing him through the heart in Wolverhampton (Bach, 2024). Moreover,  McDiarmid (2013) reported that:
Countries such as Bahrain, Cambodia, Cuba, Democratic Republic of Congo, France, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Marshall Islands, Mauritius, Micronesia, Mozambique, Nauru, Nepal, Pakistan, Poland, Solomon Islands, Somalia, Sudan and some US states have a MACR of zero – meaning no age of criminal responsibility and that all children, however young, can, potentially, be criminally liable for their actions (McDiarmid, 2013).
In contrast to the above findings, I found strikingly different arguments for raising the MACR. According to scientific research, Professor Jane Williams (2020) reports that:
Neuroscience and neuroimaging have offered particularly important insights, revealing that executive functioning, consequential thinking abilities and the capacity to form judgements improve as a young person transitions from adolescence into adulthood (Professor Jane Williams, 2020). 
Similarly, Delmage (2013) asserts that there is powerful and emerging evidence that displays “consistent and universal differences in the judgment and consequential thinking processes between children and young people and adults”. Likewise, other researchers such as Gogtay (2004) found that: 
Childhood-onset schizophrenia and autism arises around the age of ten and is associated with a striking parietal Grey Matter loss, which progresses anteriorly during adolescence. Grey matter damage in neuroscience can cause symptoms such as memory loss and cognitive impairment which can result in issues with  attention, reasoning, judgment and decision making (Gogtay, 2004; Society, 2011).
Furthermore, Society (2011) indicates that research has verified that brain development impacts an individual's behaviour until twenty years of age. As a result, a ten-year-old's brain is nowhere near fully developed, which consequentially ensures immaturity. This raises concerns that the MACR is considerably low for UK standards. 
I found that In England and Wales, the MACR doesn’t comply with guidelines, policies, standards and conventions published by the United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for Juvenile Justice (Beijing Rules) and International Human Rights which suggest that MACR be no lower than twelve but should be higher where attainable to least fourteen years of age. Furthermore, a “MACR of ten years of age conflicts with international treaties on children's rights as well as children's civil rights in the UK” (Project, 2014; Goldson, 2019; Commission, 2022; Forde, 2022; Telfrod, 2012).
In addition, Bateman (2015) signifies that children below the age of eighteen years of age within UK Law are not allowed to vote, reside in jury service, purchase alcohol, fireworks, tobacco, obtain a tattoo, set up a bank account or gamble.  Children below the age of sixteen can not consent to sexual intercourse, drop out of school or purchase a lottery ticket. Yet, what I am unable to comprehend is if a child under the age of eighteen commits a serious crime, the child is legally liable for those actions which can result in long-term incarceration and other punitive measures long before a child is legally able to consent in sexual intercourse or purchase a lottery ticket.  
Many children who I have grown up with have given birth as teenagers and I am unable to mentally process the difference between children who have committed crimes. Children who are tarnished by their actions as opposed to other children who have broken the law and given birth under sixteen years of age are treated completely different. For example, children who I know have committed arson have unknowingly at the time affected their future prospects by committing such a serious crime and have led to reoffending as adults and in comparison children who have broken the law and engaged in sexual intercourse, given birth and consumed alcohol did not affect future prospects.
Moreover, the labelling and stigmatising of a criminal record and persistent use of the word youth offender can result in “multiple barriers to the child transitioning away from offender status and thus reversing their offenderisation” (Bateman, 2020). This can impact to the extent where the child may feel their life is over due to being labelled as a criminal. 


Conclusion

The fact that children are engaging in such heinous crimes indicates that children do have the ability to think and establish what is right and wrong. Yet, I do wonder whether the influence of social media, streaming sites such as youtube, video games and movies do have an impact on whether children can differentiate fantasy from reality.
I do believe that there is an effective argument for raising the MACR which outweighs the reasons for not raising it. The youth justice system strategic plan for 2024 to 2027 states that the system will see that children are treated as children first and foremost and effectively strengthen their contribution to society as they get older, this is to prevent reoffending, primarily focusing on a child first model which entails an education setting and therapeutic approach (System, 2024).
Evidence has shown that children aged ten do not have the ability to think of the consequences of their actions or consider other people's feelings. Children are considered legally competent to vote, purchase a pet, gamble, smoking or consume alcohol (Dholakia, 2016). However, in relation to the age of criminal responsibility, children are regarded as competent and are responsible for their actions. The law surrounding these issues are very contradicting and do not align with other aspects of law. The age of criminal responsibility is an abnormal exception.  
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[image: ]Figure 3 displays the Percentage of adult and juvenile offenders in England and Wales who carry out a reoffence, by quarter, April to June 2011 - January to March 2023

Figure 4 illustrates Dr. Travis Hirschi social control theory

Figure 4
 (Bond, 2015) 

(Aitchison, 2016)
Muldoon (2018) states that social norms are a form of social regulation that govern how people behave. For the majority of society who do not participate in criminal behaviours, the consequence of social control deters people from engaging in criminality.

It is established that social norms are an efficient alternative to legal rules. It is a system of norms that “specify what is acceptable behaviour and what is not within society” (Cristina Bicchieri, 2023).

The purpose of norms is to hold us accountable to each other, where we commend and blame people for actions and behaviours that are not morally right.

Hirschi’s social control theory 
suggests that powerful social bonds in society deter people from engaging in criminal behaviours and weak bonds increase the possibility of deviance (Christopher J. Schreck, 2009).

Strong societal bonds can range from relationships, school, employment, commitments and values “that encourage a conformity to acceptable social behaviours”, yet when that bond is shattered or weak can result in deviant behaviour (T. Pratt, 2011).

Figure 3
(Justice, Proven reoffending statistics quarterly bulletin, January to March 2023 , 2025)

Punishment does
serve as a form of
social control.

However, statistics show that there are limitations to this. Prison population and reoffending rates display the impact of social control on individuals and how societal norms do not seem to affect the reasons why people engage in criminal behaviour.
Ellickson (1987) states “A society can establish an unachievable standard of perfect behavior for human conduct and levy penalties on all behavior, with the penalties presumably growing in magnitude as the deviation from perfection increased”.


Figure 1 displays the Prison population by sex: 30 June 2024.
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Figure 2
(Sturge, 2024)

Figure1
(Justice, Justice in Numbers pocketbook, 2025)
Figure 2 shows the prison population at month end since January 2010 to 2024

Punishment is considered as “hard treatment or imprisonment” (Brooks, 2021).
Ginneken (2016) indicates that the function of punishment extends to “reducing crime through deterrence and rehabilitation”. 
Punishment can serve as a loss of liberty by imprisonment or deprivation of freedom by complying with rehabilitation schemes and behaviour programmes to reduce reoffending (Baldwin, 2015).

With social control in place, still this is not a deterrent from criminal behaviour
for many offenders.
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