


Theoretically, restorative justice starts with the recognition that crime disrupts social interactions among individuals and community members and cause harm (Murhula & Tolla, 2021).  Therefore, criminal behaviour can be recognised as harming personal relationships between the victims and offenders rather than solely violating the laws of the State. Regardless of if the victim and offender did not know each other prior, it is still a relationship in need of repair. Despite the increased consideration given, restorative justice remains problematic to define as numerous criminal behaviours may be recognised and fall under the so-called umbrella (Dowden and Muise, 2005). It was described by (Latimer, 2005) as a voluntary, community-based response to criminal behaviour that attempts to bring together the victim, the offender and the community, in effort to address the harm caused by the criminal behaviour. The process allows all the parties at stake to congregate how to approach and deal with the aftermath of the criminal behaviour and its implications for the future. Restorative justice is linked to two hypotheses, both eminently testable (Ruth and Reitz, 2003).  The first hypothesis states that restorative justice will be more effective and successful at decreasing the offending rates. The second hypothesis states that it will be more successful and effective than conventional justice at repairing the harm afflicted on the victims of crime. Some people see this process as a method for systematic change, however, others argue that it is a waste of government resources, time and money. Thus, the purpose of this essay will be to consider the effectiveness of restorative justice as a whole and its practices.
The growth of this method has been subject to opportunities for experimental criminology. For instance, face to face meetings led by police between victims of crime and their offenders. It can help victims heal.  According to (Sherman and Strang, 2012), restorative justice’s objective is to return a level of control to the victims of crime. By being able to talk to their perpetrator they can get justification and vindication, resulting in healing. Van Ness & Strong, 1997, stated that restorative justice is beneficial to victim’s thorough redress, vindication and healing and by encouraging recompense by the offender through reparation, fair treatment and rehabilitation. In contrast to retributive and rehabilitative criminal law theories, the restorative theory’s focal point are the victims. The Ministry of Justices evaluation of restorative justice discovered that 85% of victims were satisfied with the process of meeting their offender face to face. Out of those victims 78% stated they would recommend it to other people facing the same or a similar situation. In addition to this, the process holds no requirement for the offender to feel or show remorse for an intervention to occur (Rossner, 2017). The fact that an apology is not required can cause a victim to back track rather than move forward. This could interrupt the healing process making it harder. 

Not only does it aim to return control to the victim as a stakeholder but also aims to restore the offender. They receive the opportunity to hear how they have made the victim feel. A victim can tell the offender how they have affected them. This allows the offender to understand the impact their actions have had on the victim and provides them the opportunity to take accountability for those actions. This is beneficial because it assists offenders to be reintegrated back into society and try to avert them from reoffending (Braddock, 2011).  This is not always the case. The interaction between the offender and the victim may not go as structured. There are cases of restorative justice interventions were victims attempt to shame the offender which is not the aim of the process. An offender who is taking the process seriously may feel taken back or lose hope and return to stick to their deviant and criminal behaviour. Another drawback could be that be that the offender themselves are not taking the process seriously. Inmates are locked in cells for hours on end, depending on the severity of their offence. They may attempt to use restorative justice quite literally as a get out jail free card.
One of the hypothesise of restorative justice is to be more effective and successful than conventional justice.  The Ministry of Justice evaluated from their research that the restorative approach led to a 14% decline in reoffending rate. A decline in reoffending rates is beneficial for society as it keeps individuals safer and less prone to becoming a victim of crime. A reduction in reoffending rates can also save capital. Research conducted by (Shapland et al, 2008) showed that for every £1 spent on delivering a face-to-face meeting, £8 was saved through reductions in reoffending. In the previous year, (Sherman and Strang’s 2007) research concluded that if only one out of every fifty interventions prevented an individual serving a one-year sentence, that alone would make up for the cost of those fifty interventions. This implies that even if the success rate was low, that is still one inmate under surveillance, one less inmate to accommodate and less taxpayer’s money spent on that area. Additionally, big retailers such as Walmart have confirmed a major shoplifting problem. In result, the company loses three billion dollars or 1% of its annual sales. Walmart hired two education programs that targets restorative justice that addresses the community in each crime and avoids being unnecessarily punitive.  There were evident changes in their annual sales after implementing this method. Furthermore, if it is looked at through a victim’s lens, restorative justice can be cost effective in health and social welfare systems. Restorative justice aims to give victims control on their affliction, if victim recovery is expedited, it will result in less demands for counsellors, mental health services and welfare systems. A report made by The House of Commons Justice Committee states that the evidence was transparent that ‘restorative justice can provide value for money by both reducing offending rates and providing tangible benefits to victims”. 
Despite restorative justices’ numerous advantages there are plenty of drawbacks to this method. There is an in-demand perception that the method is soft on crime. It has been argued that it isn’t helpful, and a tougher response is required to deter criminal behaviour and reoffending rates. It has been debated that punishment is needed for a happy and safe community. People such as (Bentham, date) have claimed that “punish in order to augment the total happiness of the community by excluding mischief”. He believed that conventional justice was needed for the overall good of society and restoration could not have this effect. On the other hand, many would disagree, the Restorative Justice Council argue that the method is not soft on crime. It was mentioned that offenders frequently found it more difficult to face their victim than go to court. Many see it as a new paradigm for criminal justice. (Zehr, 1985) argued that punishment belongs to the old criminal justice paradigm and how it should be replaced by restorative justice. (Braithwaite, 1999) found Zehr’s idea misleading, he proposed that we should try restorative justice and punishment should only be used once it has failed.  By doing this, it gives people a chance. If someone is sent to into the system, it can change them. They may gain criminal and deviant behaviour, but restorative justice gives the opportunity. If all fails to rehabilitate an offender, then punishment should be used as a last resort. 
Forgiveness is key factor when exploring restorative justice. There are some practical issues when looking at forgiveness in the criminal justice system. Some victims are content to forgive an unrepentant offender, but this is not the case for all. Most victims require a sincere apology in order to forgive others. A. study was conducted in 1999 where a set of interviews were overseen of victims who went through restorative justice. It was discovered that when offenders apologised for their actions, only 27% of the victims thought the apology was sincere. Victims may feel as if the offender is apologetic because they have been prompted by the coercive environment.  This coercive environment extends and affects victims as well as the offender. It can be awkward and uncomfortable not accepting someone apology, especially when they are in front of you or in front of other people. Former Harvard Law School dean, Martha Minow, stated in her book that “forgiving under government pressure is not really forgiveness, and it places further burdens on people already victimised’. She implies that, it is not good for a victim to feel forced or coerced into accepting their perpetrators apology. This pressure may affect some victims more than others, for instance victims of domestic abuse. They may feel obliged to accept their apology in fear of further abuse which will not result in healing or reconciliation for the victim, rather make it more dangerous. Stubbs stated that “the threat of domestic violence can be ongoing and reducible to discrete incidents”. In contrast, (Baliga, 2018), wrote that restorative justice has been shown to work with some sexual violence cases. Baliga described the victim’s transformation as breath-taking. The intervention allowed the victim to regain their self-confidence and the offender learnt his lesson and even wrote a research paper about sexual violence. 
Continuing the topic of sexual violence. Restorative justice fails to take into consideration additional factors such as substance abuse and criminogenic communities Feminist writers believe that women suffer a disadvantage in restorative justice settings. This could be because they may feel like they are reliving their traumatic experience. Although this can be contradicted because Van Wormer described restorative justice as ‘inherently feminist. Instead of suffering a disadvantage in restorative justice settings, Wormer’s view illustrates how it can empower women by giving them a voice. Being able to tell their story and express how the offenders’ actions have afflicted them may bring relief and empowerment. A sign of strength. It is hard to conclude, some women may feel traumatised, and some may feel empowered. There is no guarantee. 
There are several forms that restorative justice can take place. The process must involve a two communication between the victim and offender, but this can be either directly or indirectly. Restorative Justice can only take place of both the offender and victim are willing (Restorative Justice Council, 2016). Direct restorative justice involves the victim and the offender, guided by a third party, discuss the events. They usually reach an agreement on how to repair the harm caused.  This can be helpful because face to face you can see true emotions, get quick answers and closure. Sherman discovered in a study of twenty face to face meetings, they all reduced reoffending. However, there are a lot of factors that could quash this. For example, the victim may feel really traumatised when coming face to face with their perpetrator causing more psychological damage.  On the contrary, indirect restorative justice which can be referred to as shuttle restorative justice involves messages being passed between the offender and the victim guided by the third party. Unlike direct, the participants do not meet face to face and communicate through letters, videos or audios. The indirect contact allows the victim to feel comfortable and prevent further traumatising harm being afflicted. Despite this, without face to face contact you can’t see true emotions. The offender could be writing or saying things without meaning which defeats the aim of the process. 
A form of restorative justice commonly used is community conferencing. This form is usually for aiming to resolve anti-social behaviour. It is a large-scale conference that involves many participants, a community is often the victim. This approach allows the offender to accept responsibility for their deviant actions and apologise. This is beneficial because it supports reintegrating the offender back into the community. Although, the offender may offender may feel discouraged to change if the community gang up on them and shame them which is not the aim of the process. This is dangerous as they could return to criminal behaviour and harm them again. Despite this, shame can be good. The feeling may prevent them from future criminal behaviour. But in Braithwaite’s concept of reintegrative shaming, this can be resolved. This approach aims to not shame the offender and shaming their criminal act instead. This gives the offender the chance to understand their wrongs and do improve. 

Referral Order panels are a form of restorative justice aimed at young people. They attend the meeting and talk about their offence and what variables could have led them to that point. This form is structured so that young people do not feel like their entering a court room. This is constructive because it gives young people a chance. Instead of putting them in a system which could mislead their future, it gives them an opportunity learn from their mistakes. This early intervention helps prevent a future criminal. Littlechild and Sender conducted a study in the UK on young women who offended and who were the referred to a restorative justice program. Through their analysis they stated that this aids in enabling young people to resolve conflict in a positive way to improve their own lives and save resources (Littlechild and Sender, 2010).  Reality isn’t that straightforward, here are some underlying barriers.  For precedent, to be sentenced with a referral order young people are required to plead guilty to the offence. Trying to get them to admit their responsibility can be difficult. Furthermore, the structure of the process presents an issue with timing.  When a referral order is constructed, the officer meets the young offender within five days of the order. This leaves the officer fifteen days to construct a report and contact the victim. Once the victim is contacted the primary panel meeting is held within 20 working days.  This structure illustrates a conundrum in balancing the needs of both the young offender and the victim. 
Merriam Webster defines mediation as ‘intervention between conflicting parties to promote reconciliation, settlement, or compromise. This method involves a third party that assists in reaching a settlement on the terms decided by the offender and the victim. This form of restorative justice promotes victim recognition. It acknowledges the victims needs in conjunction with financial, physical, psychological and social needs. Repeat offenders tend to not fear getting caught or punished, mediation provides a platform for the victim on how they’ve been affected. For instance, an individual committed the act of rape and served ten years of imprisonment. How does that benefit the victim? Is justice really served? This process allows speak about the trauma, medical bills and other damages they have caused and come to a settlement that is catered to their situation. In addition, the structure of the Courts can be seen as negative and obstructive, particularly in sexual violence cases.  A prominent case to look at is Armstrong V Don Bell, 2018. In this case, Lindsay Armstrong was forced to show her underwear at court which led her to commit suicide. The environment in the mediation process can prevent tragic events like this happening for the victim. Despite the many advantages, the process has its flaws. For it to be successful, the parties must come to a settlement, and this is not always guaranteed. According to Office of Civil Rights, a concern is raised in the process of mediation. They stated that mediation negotiations fail when they don’t have the right management representation present. This is crucial because a mediator must remain impartial and not take sides. If they do, this could one of the parties, either the victim or offender, to feel neglected which is not the aim of the process. 

As a society, we are used to the structure of our criminal justice system. If you commit a crime and are found guilty, you are punished. In consonance with the National Audit Office, the criminal justice system in England and Wales aims to ‘investigate, punish and rehabilitate people who are convicted or suspected of committing a crime’. Their goal clearly focuses on the offender and preventing them from reoffending. This is positive because it protects the community from further harm. Nevertheless, the system fails to acknowledge the victims’ need for support and justice. This is one of the many flaws the conventional system has been criticised for. Many of those flaws can be resolved by restorative justice. Rather than focusing on just the offender, the process considers all parties at stake. It provides the victim a chance to have some sense of control and gives them a voice., enhancing victim satisfaction. This is constructive because providing them with this voice allows them to explain the impact afflicted on them which can be a powering and allow them to heal. Additionally, it grants the offender the opportunity take responsibility and repair the harm they have afflicted. Like the criminal justice system, restorative justice also has flaws and has been criticised. It has been argued to be soft on crime. 
Despite the flaws, both theory and empirical research demonstrate the effectiveness of the process. International research illustrates how it significantly decreases the rates of imprisonment and reoffending. It is cost effective, if the process prevented one individual it makes up for the cost of 50 interventions. Regarding the types of practices, they hold the similar positive and negative aspects of the process. The positives outweigh the negative and, in my opinion, helping some is better than helping none. 
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