


Restorative justice is defined as a method of dealing with crime that provides emphasis on the offender taking responsibility for the effect of their crimes on others and aiming to take actions to improves the victims’ circumstances (Cambridge Dictionary, 2020). This definition provides emphasis on the impact of the method on the offender, whilst also showing that restorative justice benefits the victim. Another definition published provides the same information, but focuses the defining factors on the victim and community, with little regard for the offender by stating that restorative justice is a theory and method which arranges that the victim and community receive restitution from the offender (The Dictionary, 2020). The approach of restorative justice and restorative practice is to meet the needs of both the victims and the offenders. Certainly, the primary thought for this is for it to be victim focussed and to repair the harm where it has occurred (Her Majesty’s Prison and Probation Service, 2019). 
Based on information from the Restorative Justice Council (2016), it is mentioned that within criminal justice, restorative practices enable the victim a chance to meet or communicate with their offenders  in order for them to be able to explain the real impact of the crime that they have previously committed. By giving the victims a voice, it is thought that it will empower them (Restorative Justice Council, 2016). A research report carried out by the restorative justice council (2016) states that by allowing the offenders to be accountable for their criminal activities and take responsibility for their actions, there is an 85% victim satisfaction rate as well as a 14% reduction in the frequency of reoffending. However, information gained and presented by Shapland, Robinson and Sorsby (2011),  suggests that satisfaction is too complex to measure as it solely depends on what people are expecting to happen. This suggests that the statistics presented by the restorative justice council (2016) may not be as reliable as they present in the argument for the use of the protocol. There were interviews carried out in which they asked victims different questions on the process and they found that very few had negative experiences, and the difficulties they found were based on communication and confounded issues, usually, issues included hearing other parties, psychological problems, not getting the answers they wanted. 
Shapland (2008) looks at restorative justice within prisons, where practices include victim impact and offender behaviour programmes. This also has restorative work by prisoners in the local communities. Shapland (2008) states that within prisons, restorative justice has the victims and the offender’s pre-sentence. This usually means when the offender is on remand, as well as during their sentence and then pre-release. For the evaluation, there were two equal and main objectives, which were to decrease the probability of a person reoffending and to meet the victims needs. The study stated that victims were very positive and confident about the restorative justice process which acquired from the schemes involved. 
Linking in with Shapland (2008), is the Sycamore Tree Project/Programme (Feasey and Williams, 2009). This initiative is a victim awareness programme which teaches the principles and operation of restorative justice. It applies sessions which are designed to give prisoners an understanding of the impact which their crime had on the victims, their family and the community and it also enables the prisoners to accept personal responsibility for there actions, much like the idea of restorative justice in general. The programme itself facilitates participants in order for them to be able to have a wider understanding of the impact of their behaviour, to identify with a victims experience of crime and to seek forgiveness/reconciliation, to learn about the restorative practice process and how to take part and lastly, to seek the steps which will help with reoffending behaviour whilst completing their prison sentence (Feasey and Williams, 2009). 
However, although Shapland (2008) and Feasey and Williams (2009) both states that restorative justice is a conclusive and positive concept, Cockram (2013), establishes the idea very few people within our criminal justice system actually believe that the system works and any level, from the victim and their family, to the offender themselves, he describes the system as “a monster consuming ever more of our gross product every year”. This article would be deemed more reliable as it is a more current article and would better reflect the recent standings, however this is only one perspective. 
The Ministry of Justice (2015) also present the argument that restorative justice brings together people harmed by crime or conflict with those responsibilities for the harm so that they can find a positive way forward. The Ministry of Justice (2013) also created an action plan for restorative justice for the criminal justice system, this plan outlined that the needs of the victim needed to be met and that the offenders faced the consequences of their actions and the impact that they had. 
This plan involves the victims, explaining to an offender the impact on them, looking for an explanation and apology and lastly agreeing restorative/reparative activity for the offender (Ministry of Justice, 2013). The process can be carried out in a number of ways, these include a face to face group conference, this will have the offender, the victim and their supporting family members usually, as well as members of professionals, probation, police or prison staff and representatives from the wider community. Secondly, a community conference which involves members of the community affected by the crime. A mediator or facilitator can also be used to discuss the offence, indirect communication is also possible. Based on these number of options, the one that is seen to have the most effective form of restorative justice in the terms of outcomes for both parties is the face to face interaction. 
A year after this action plan was implemented and put into rotation, the progress report was created. This report looks at four sections of this plan, the first section is ‘strengthening capacity’. The progress on this section is as follows; the restorative service standards and the restorative services quality mark (RSQM), were launched by the restorative council in 2014, the RSQM is valid for three years and they have an independent assessment on the ability of an organisations to deliver restorative justice services and provides reassurance to both commissioners and users of these services (Ministry of Justice, 2014). 
The restorative standards are the requirements which are set out for the high-quality delivery of a restorative service. They provide the criterion for any organisation wishing to establish and improve their service (Restorative Justice Council, 2020). Secondly within the action plan, is raising awareness, the initial focus for this was to ensure that information is given at the time of referral to victim services, this is as well as International restorative justice week which will see the launching of new communications and awareness campaigns (Ministry of Justice, 2014). Next is improving access, the governments vision is that access to the system will be available at any stage in the criminal justice system for the victims. In the Offender Rehabilitation act 2014, it makes it clear that restorative justice can form part of the new rehabilitation activity requirement (Ministry of Justice, 2014). The Offender Rehabilitation act (Home Office, 2014), in subsection (7) states that ‘the activities that responsible officers may instruct offenders to participate in include- (a) activities forming an accredited programme, (b) activities whose purpose is reparative, such as restorative justice activities’. Lastly, Evidence, this has enabled the Ministry of Justice has funded the restorative justice council so that they can commission research into the provision of restorative justice in the criminal justice system (Ministry of Justice, 2014). 
According to McLaughlin et al (2003), there are numerous different beliefs on restorative justice and practice and whether it works effectively. The Youth Justice Board made a statement that they believe that the practice contributes to the reduction in reoffending by 32% among young offenders. They also state that it does not only benefit the offender, but by allowing them to be accountable for their crimes, it enables the victim to feel supported as well. Hayes (2005) also stated that violent offenders who were referred to conference were less likely to reoffend  compared to violent offenders who were referred to court. It was also analysed that female offenders were less likely to offend them males in conference and there were no differences in reoffending between both sexes when in court (Hayes, 2005). 
According to Her Majesty’s Prison and Probation Service (2019), there are numerous different applications of restorative practice in prisons and these practice services should adhere to the principles of restorative justice which are Restoration, Voluntarism, Neutrality, Safety, Accessibility and Respect. Restoration is the primary aim and it is to address and repair the harm that has been done. Voluntarism is the participation in these processes voluntarily and is an informed choice. Neutrality means that the process is fair and unbiased towards the people that take part. Safety is ensuring that everyone taking part is safe and that they have a safe place to express their feelings and the harm they have been caused by someone’s actions. Accessibility simply means that the process isn’t discriminatory in any way and anyone that has been affected by any crime can go through this process if they wish. Finally, respect, this naturally means that the process is considerate of everyone taking part. 
Also, Her Majesty’s Prison and Probation Service (2019) stated that there is little evidence to show the effectiveness for; (1) restorative justice with people who have been convicted of sexual or domestic violence offences, (2) an activity which does not bring the offender and victim together in a face to face conference, (3) victim awareness programmes (or restorative justice courses) and these aim to teach people what the impact of their crimes on victims and the communities. 
Advocates claimed there were no connections between retribution and restoration, however this was untrue, “restorative justice should not be considered a pre-modern and feminine justice, strong stories of repair and goodwill are uncommon, and the raw material for restorativeness between victims and offenders may be in short supply” (Daly, 2002).  To further critique this claim, the article critiquing restorative justice was published in 2002, which compromises its ability to provide accurate evidence against the effectiveness of it in today’s  society due to constant updates and re-evaluation of the process carried out by the ministry of justice. Therefore, its concepts are useful to consider, but the critique provides little value in today’s restorative justice system. 
To measure the effectiveness of restorative justice the article used numerous methods techniques. The data was taken from studies and compared restorative justice programmes to the traditional nonrestorative approaches to criminal behaviour. Victim and offender satisfaction, restitution compliance and recidivism were selected as appropriate outcomes to adequately measure effectiveness. The article states that restorative programmes were found to be more effective, however this could be deemed biased (Latimer & Dowden & Muise, 2005).
Restorative justice is seen as a process of discovery instead of invention, the practice has been applied for many years, in many different countries, and it is seen as a social transformation (Weitekamp and Kerner, 2003). There is evidence to show that by allowing a victim to confront their offender in a face-to-face restorative justice conferences has resulted in a number of psychological benefits and the study states that these outcomes have been adapted into clinically relevant mental health effects on the victims of crime. A study asked numerous questions relating to the impact of the different restorative practices, the questions surrounded the same point of; “ the effect of restorative justice conferences on victims’ PTSS (Post Traumatic Stress Syndrome) immediately following and six months following participation at case level”. The study showed that based on this question they had an even split in male and female and an average age of thirty-eight years old (Angel, 2005). Looking at the statistics it shows that 70% of the victims spoke to their offenders, 29% were verbal abused, 30% of the offenders had a weapon, 27% of the time the victim was physically injured, 23% the victim physically retaliated and 7% of victims received counselling after the crime was committed (Angel, 2005).
 A study created by Miers et al(2001), it shows a fifteen month research period between July 1999 and November 2000 and it looked at seven different restorative justice schemes all based in England and the research looked at identifying which elements within the schemes were most effective in reducing crime and the cost. It also looked at providing a set of recommendations for the mainstreaming of these schemes. To evaluate each of these schemes the research analysed numerous issues under a collection of headings including origins, aims and objectives, organisation and funding, staffing and training, referral criteria and procedures, types of intervention, referral and completions and current developments (Miers et al, 2001). Interviews were conducted based on twenty-three victims and forty-three offenders. It was established that in several the schemes reoffending was impacted in terms of offend frequency and offence seriousness however in some cases there were no impact at all. In relation to the youth offending statistics it showed there was no significant impact on reoffending. Also, the cost-effectiveness of these schemes was indicated with the reduction in further reoffending (Miers et al, 2001). 
In conclusion, the seven schemes highlighted showed an understanding in the need for focus on victim and offenders and the interventions which took place. When the schemes were receiving many referrals, they still carried out a substantial service and interventions (Miers et al, 2001). The issue with this study Is that it was carried out early 2000’s and doesn’t reflect on the issues which happen in the justice system in today’s day and age. 
Bonta et al (2010) believes that restorative justice is an increasingly better option compared to the traditional routes for the criminal justice system, when evaluations were made across a number of programmes it showed that the risk of offenders reoffending decreased and it was encouraging for the places experimenting with the idea of this approach to seek a more victim centered role. 
To conclude, a critical analysis of restorative justice and its practices have been made, with research surrounding its advantages and disadvantages analysed. Through doing this, it has been found that there are a number of articles which believe that restorative justice is a positive element as found by research by the Restorative Justice Council (2016) mentioned that the victim satisfaction rate when speaking with their offender was higher than expected. Miers et al( 2001) supports this theory, However, Angel (2005) pointed out that this system allowed for more harm than good with many needing counselling after the ordeal of meeting the person that victimised them. Cockram (2013) stated that the system did not work and that it simply made issues worse and people are more inclined to believe this as it is the more recent of documents on the practice. 
To evaluate, it appears that restorative justice is an effective model in the criminal justice system. Many of the articles found, state how advantageous restorative practice is and that it is beneficial to more victims and offenders than not. The reoffending rates dropped in the areas where these practices were in place, a greater number of victims felt empowered from speaking to their offenders, and the offenders were also able to understand the pain they caused and correct this and take responsibility for their actions, subsequently reducing reoffending rates (Ministry of Justice, 2013). 
There appeared to be a limitation in the research surrounding restorative justice, and this is that research supporting its use tends to be recent, whereas many critiques of the topic tends to be covered by older articles in the early 2000’s. This suggests that there is a lack of focus on recent research addressing any adverse effects of restorative justice following its more recent developments and updates. This affects the validity of these critiquing articles and contributed greatly to the decision made surrounding the effectiveness of restorative justice. For a just and critical analysis to be made, more recent studies and research is required to be carried out surrounding the effectiveness of the concept, in order to effectively show data and not mislead or give the wrong impression (Roberts and Priest, 2006). However, this does not seem to drastically change the outcome of the conclusion made following analysis and critical evaluation of sources found. 
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