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Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice 

Summary 

In 2004, the Justice Research Consortium (JRC) completed a 
randomised controlled trial testing the crime reduction effects of restorative 
justice conferences. Burglary and robbery offenders and victims who agreed 
to participate in the trial were randomly assigned to either a face to face 
conference (experimental) in addition to normal court processing or to a 
control condition where their case proceeded as usual through London's 
Crown Courts. Restorative justice has been shown to be effective at reducing 
reoffending in some contexts. More research is needed, however, to 
determine why some individuals taking part in restorative justice desist from 
offending whilst others reoffend quickly. Research suggests that individual 
characteristics such as gender, race and age, criminal history features such 
as frequency, seriousness, and custody, and ancillary factors such as drug 
use and victimization can have an impact on offending, and this thesis 
investigates the extent to which these variables predict time to reoffending. 
Using survival analysis, this thesis also explores whether, in a sample of 
serious adult offenders, the effects of restorative justice on time to reoffending 
are different at different values of these variables. 

Key findings include: 
o In the burglary experiment, female offenders reoffended significantly 

faster than males, and females in the control condition reoffended twice 
as fast as females in the experimental condition. 

o The higher the frequency of arrests or convictions, and/or the greater 
the seriousness of offending prior to random assignment, the faster 
project offenders reoffended. This effect was significant in the burglary 
experiment. 

o Highly frequent and highly serious offenders (based on criminal history 
prior to random assignment) took significantly longer to reoffend in the 
experimental condition than the control condition. 

o Offenders who were identified as using crack, heroin, or crack and 
heroin, reoffended at a faster rate if they were in the experimental 
conference group. This effect was significant in the robbery 
experiment. Those who were not drug users offended more slowly in 
the experimental condition. 

o The number of times offenders had been a victim of crime in the five 
years pre-random assignment was significantly related to survival time 
in the burglary experiment. 

Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice -iii-



Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice 

Summary 

In 2004, the Justice Research Consortium (JRC) completed a 
randomised controlled trial testing the crime reduction effects of restorative 
justice conferences. Burglary and robbery offenders and victims who agreed 
to participate in the trial were randomly assigned to either a face to face 
conference (experimental) in addition to normal court processing or to a 
control condition where their case proceeded as usual through London's 
Crown Courts. Restorative justice has been shown to be effective at reducing 
reoffending in some contexts. More research is needed, however, to 
determine why some individuals taking part in restorative justice desist from 
offending whilst others reoffend quickly. Research suggests that individual 
characteristics such as gender, race and age, criminal history features such 
as frequency, seriousness, and custody, and ancillary factors such as drug 
use and victimization can have an impact on offending, and this thesis 
investigates the extent to which these variables predict time to reoffending. 
Using survival analysis, this thesis also explores whether, in a sample of 
serious adult offenders, the effects of restorative justice on time to reoffending 
are different at different values of these variables. 

Key findings include: 
o In the burglary experiment, female offenders reoffended significantly 

faster than males, and females in the control condition reoffended twice 
as fast as females in the experimental condition. 

o The higher the frequency of arrests or convictions, and/or the greater 
the seriousness of offending prior to random assignment, the faster 
project offenders reoffended. This effect was significant in the burglary 
experiment. 

o Highly frequent and highly serious offenders (based on criminal history 
prior to random assignment) took significantly longer to reoffend in the 
experimental condition than the control condition. 

o Offenders who were identified as using crack, heroin, or crack and 
heroin, reoffended at a faster rate if they were in the experimental 
conference group. This effect was significant in the robbery 
experiment. Those who were not drug users offended more slowly in 
the experimental condition. 

o The number of times offenders had been a victim of crime in the five 
years pre-random assignment was significantly related to survival time 
in the burglary experiment. 

Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice -iii-



Acknowledgements 

Many people have provided the support, guidance, opportunity and insight 
that have made this PhD possible. 

1 would firstly like to offer my sincere gratitude to Professor David Farrington 
for his unwavering support and contagious enthusiasm. I am very privileged 
to have had the benefit of his supervision and insightful comments throughout 
this dissertation. 

1 am indebted to Professor Lawrence Sherman and Dr. Heather Strang, who 
have devoted much of their careers to understanding 'what works' in reducing 
crime and helping victims of crime. As eo-directors of the Justice Research 
Consortium, they trusted me with collecting and caring for the London 
reoffending data that is used in this dissertation . 

My thanks to Dr. Dorothy Newbury-Birch, Dr. Nova lnkpen, Charlotte Gill, 
Caroline Angel, Mark Girvan, Meredith Rossner, Emily Diment, Geoffrey 
Barnes and Taryn Goff, my colleagues at the Justice Research Consortium 
whose dedication to research was truly inspirational. Charlotte Gill provided 
much assistance in collecting and cleaning the data presented here. 

Importantly, this dissertation would have been so much harder to complete 
without the generous support I received from my family and friends. I will 
always be grateful to my best friend and husband Reese and my daughter 
Sophia, who motivate me to make the most of every day and be the best 
person I can be. My thanks also to my mother Judith, who along with Helen, 
David and Susan have helped me to keep things in perspective. I am grateful 
to Elise Alexander, Kathy Payne, Zoe Wilkinson, Linda Maizels, Gayani 
Reynolds, Jane Newall, Sarah van Mastrigt, Alpa Palmer and Deb Drake for 
their kind friendship and observations. 

This dissertation includes data from three main criminal justice organisations. 

The Metropolitan Police Service: My sincere thanks to Inspector Brian 
Dowling (retired) who taught me so much about the police, research 
and human nature. My thanks to Sergeant Helen Orros who is working 
valiantly to keep restorative justice alive in the MPS and to the 
restorative justice police facilitators Nick Cole (retired), Tony Dale, 
Mark Davies, Duncan Law, Adrian Lindesay, Alan Male and Kim Smith 
(retired) for their dedication to helping victims and offenders. Thank 
you also to Martin Virgo and David Sinclair for their help in accessing 
vital CRIS and PNC data. 

London Area Probation Service: A particular thanks to Tony Foy and 
Steven Stanley. 

HM Prison Service: Thank you to Andy Cook and HMP Holloway's 
discipline team for allowing me to collect historical custody data in their 
extremely busy office. 

And last but not least, a heartfelt thanks to the 355 offenders and 412 victims 
who agreed to take part in a randomised controlled trial of restorative justice. 

Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice -iv-



Table of Contents 
Summary ..................................................................................... iii 
Acknowledgements ...................................................................... iv 
List of Tables ................................................................................ ix 
List of Graphs .............................................................................. xii 
List of Abbreviations .................................................................. xiii 
Chapter 1: Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice ................... 1 

1.1 Overview ................................................. ......... ........................ ..... .......... 2 
1.2 Restorative Justice .. ............................................................................... 3 

1.2. 1 What is restorative justice? ............................................................. .4 
1.2.2 Victims ............................................................................................. 6 
1.2.3 Offenders ......................................................................................... 7 
1.2.4 Reducing reoffending ....................................................................... 8 
1.2.5 Restorative justice - theoretical foundations .................................. 14 

1.2.5a Reintegrative shaming .............................................................. 14 
1.2.5b Social learning and social cognition .......................................... 15 
1.2.5c Procedural justice ...................................................... .... .......... . 16 
1.2.5d Neutralisation theory ................................................................. 17 
1.2.5e Life course theory ..................................................................... 18 
1.2.5f Theory and practice ............................................................ ....... 19 

1.3 Criminal Careers ................................................................................... 20 
1.3.1 Influences on criminal careers ....................................................... 21 
1.3.2 Criminal careers and offending ...................................................... 22 
1.3.3 Criminal careers and interventions ................................................. 23 

1 .4 Research Objectives and Organization of the Dissertation .................. 24 
1.4. 1 Research objectives .................................................................. .. .. . 26 
1.4.2 Organization of the dissertation ..................................................... 28 

Chapter 2: Research Methods .................................................... 30 
2.1 The London Crown Court Experiments ................................................ 31 

2.1. 1 Recruitment of project cases .......................................................... 36 
2. 1.2 Randomized controlled trial ............................................................ 38 
2. 1.3 LCCE case recruitment and random assignment.. ........................ .41 

2.2 Overview of Official Data Sources ........................................................ 42 
2.2.1 Police National Computer (PNC) .................................................. .45 

2.2.1 a Limitations of PNC data ............................................................ 47 
2.2.1 b Method of data collection ......................................................... .48 
2.2.1 c Data cleaning issues ................................................................. 50 

2.2.2 Crime Reporting Information System ............................................. 51 
2.2.2a Limitations of CRIS data ........................................................... 53 
2.2.2b Method of data collection .............. ............................................ 55 
2.2.2c Data cleaning issues ................................................................. 58 

2.2.3 Comparing CRIS and PNC Pre-RA in the LCCE sample ............... 61 
2.2.4 Inmate Information System (liS) .................................................... 62 

2.2.3a Limitations of liS data ............................................................... 63 
2.2.3b Method of data collection .......................................................... 63 
2.2.3c Data cleaning issues ................................................................. 65 

2.2.4 PNC, CRIS and /IS: Deaths, deportations and errors ................... 65 
2.2.5 Identified Drug Use: Pre-sentence reports and OASys ................. 66 

2.2.5a Limitations of Pre-sentence reports ............ .. ...................... ...... 67 
2.2 .5b Method of data collection .......................................................... 67 

Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice -v-



2.3 Analytical Methods ....................... ... ..................................................... 67 
2.3.2 Survival analysis .. ............ .... .......................................................... 68 
2.3.3 Statistical tests ............................................................................... 72 

2.3.3a Kaplan Meier and the log rank test.. ......................................... 72 
2.3.3b Cox proportional hazard regression analysis ............................ 75 
2.3.3c Significance criterion and significance testing .................... ...... 77 
2.3.3d Normality .................................................................................. 77 

2.3.4 Time to failure ................................................................................ 78 
2.3.5 Exclusions ............. .... ..................................................................... 79 

2.4 Preliminary Analysis: Restorative justice and time to failure ................ 80 
Chapter 3: Gender, Race, Age and Restorative Justice .............. 84 

3.1 Overview ...................................................................... ......................... 85 
3.2 Gender, Race, Age and Offending ....................................................... 86 

3.2.1 Gender ......................................... ... .......................... ..................... 86 
3.2.2 Ethnicity and race .......................................................................... 87 
3.2.3 Age ................................................................................................. 88 
3.2.4 Gender, race, age and reoffending ................................................ 90 

3.3 Gender, Race, Age and Restorative Justice ......................................... 91 
3.3.1 Summary of gender, race and age and restorative justice ............. 95 

3.4 Research Objectives ............................................................................ 99 
3.5 Method ................................................................................................ 1 00 
3.6 Analysis and Results .......................................................................... 1 02 

3.6.1 Gender ........................................................................ : ................ 1 02 
3. 6.2 Race ...................................... ..... ........................................... ....... 1 06 
3.6.3 Age at random assignment ................ ........ .................................. 111 
3. 6.4 Age of criminal career onset ........................................................ 116 
3.6.5 Gender, race, age at random assignment and age of onset ........ 120 

3.6.5a Gender and race .................................................................... 123 
3.6.5b Gender and age at random assignment (RA) ......................... 124 
3.6.5c Gender and age of onset (PNC) ............................................. 126 
3.6.5d Race and age at random assignment.. ................................... 128 
3.5.6e Race and age of onset (PNC) ................................................ 129 

3.6.6 Summary of results ...................................................................... 131 
3.6.6a Gender ................................................................................... 131 
3.6.6b Race ....................................................................................... 132 
3.6.6c Age at random assignment.. ................................................... 132 
3.6.6d Age of criminal career onset.. ................................................. 133 
3.6.6e Gender, race, age at random assignment and age of onset...133 

Chapter 4: Frequency, Seriousness Custody and Restorative 
Justice ............................. .......... ................................................ 135 

4.1 Overview ................................................. ... ............ .......... ................... 136 
4.2 Frequency, Seriousness and Custody .......... .... ............ ................ ...... 137 

4.2. 1 Frequency .................... .. ...... .. .. ............ ... ............................. ........ 137 
4.2.2 Seriousness ................................................................................. 139 
4.2.3 Custody ........................................................................................ 141 
4.2.4 Frequency, seriousness and custody ........................................... 142 

4.3 Addressing persistent and serious offending with restorative justice .. 143 
4.4 Research Objectives ......... ................................................................. 150 
4.5 Method ................................................................................................ 152 
4.6 Analysis and Results .......................................................................... 156 

Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice -vi-



4.6.1 Frequency ....................................... ............................................. 156 
4.6.2 Seriousness of offending prior to random assignment ........ ......... 165 
4.6.3 Custody prior to random assignment .......................................... . 171 
4. 6.4 Frequency and seriousness of offending and custody ................. 175 

4.6.4a Frequency and seriousness of offending and restorative justice 
.......................................................................................................... 177 
4.6.4b Frequency of arrests, time in custody and restorative justice .179 
4.6.4c Frequency, seriousness and time in custody and restorative 
justice ................................................................................................ 181 

4.6.5 Summary of results .............. ........................................................ 184 
4.6.5a Frequency .............................................................................. 184 
4.6.5b Seriousness of offending ........................................................ 184 
4.6.5c Time in custody prior to random assignment .......................... 185 
4.6.5d Frequency and seriousness of offending and time in custody 185 

Chapter 5: Drugs and Restorative Justice ................................ 187 
5.1 Overview ....................................... .. ............... .. ................................... 188 
5.2 Drug Use and Offending ............................................ ......................... 188 
5.3 Addressing Drug Use with Restorative Justice ................................... 192 
5.4 Research Objectives .......................................................................... 198 
5.5 Method ................................................................................................ 200 
5.6 Analysis and Results .......................................................................... 202 

5.6. 1 Identified drug misuse .................................................................. 202 
1 . Drug use (Yes/No). ........................................................................ 208 
2. Crack ............................................................................................. 209 
3. Heroin ............................................................................................ 21 0 
4. Crack and Heroin .......................................................................... 212 

5.6.2 Drug use and restorative justice conference agreement .............. 214 
5.6.3 Summary of results ...................................................................... 218 

Chapter 6: Victimization and Restorative Justice ..................... 220 
6.1 Overview ............................................................................................. 221 
6.2. Victimization and Offending ............................................................... 222 

6.2. 1 The link between victimization and offending ............................... 222 
6.2.2 Chronology of victim and offender overlap ................................... 224 
6.2.3 Theories for victim and offender overlap ...................................... 225 

6.3. Restorative Justice, Victimization and Offending ............................... 227 
6.3. 1 Restorative justice and criminal victimization ....................... ........ 228 
6.3.2. Theoretical framework for restorative justice, victimization and 
offending ............................................................................................... 231 

6.4 Research Objectives .......................................................................... 232 
6.5 Methods ................................. ............................................................. 233 

6.5. 1 Data advantages and limitations .................................................. 234 
6.6 Analysis and Results .......................................................................... 235 

6.6. 1 Victimization and offending (descriptive analysis) ........................ 235 
6.6.2 Victimization and offending (survival analysis) ............................. 239 
6.6.3 Summary of main findings ............................................................ 252 

Chapter 7: Discussion .............................................................. 254 
7.1 Overview ........................... .- ................................................................. 255 
7.2 Gender, Race and Age ....................................................................... 255 

7.2.1 Gender ........ ............................................... ~ ................................. 255 
7.2.2 Race ............................................................................................. 257 

Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice -vii-



7.2.3 Age at random assignment ................. ............................ ............ . 258 
7.2.4 Age of onset ............... .... .............................................................. 258 

7.3 Frequency and Seriousness of Offending and Time in Custody ......... 259 
7.3. 1 Frequency of offending ................................................................ 259 
7.3.2 Seriousness of offending .......... .................................................... 260 
7.3.3 Time in custody ..................................... ....................................... 260 
7.3.4 Frequency and seriousness of offending and time in custody ...... 261 

7.4 Drugs and Restorative Justice ............................................................ 262 
7.4.1 Identified serious drug misuse and restorative justice .................. 262 
7.4.2 Drug use and restorative justice conference agreement .............. 263 

7.6 Victimization and Restorative Justice ................................................. 265 
7.7 Conclusions .... ......... .............. ... ............... .... ... ..... .... ... ..... .. ............. ... . 267 

References ........ .. ........................... ............................................ 270 

Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice -viii-



List of Tables 

List of Tables: Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice 

Chapter 
Table 

Table Title (abbreviated) Page 
Number Number 

1 1a Summary of selected restorative justice literature 13 
2 2.1: Flow Diagram, London Crown Court Experiment 35 
2 2.1.1: Number and percent of offenders randomly assigned by date 38 
2 2.2: Variables used to eXQiore criminal careers 44 
2 2.2.1b Police National Computer (PNC) data fields recorded 50 
2 2.2.2b CRIS offending data variables recorded 57 
2 2.2.2c CRIS criminal history data collection flow diagram 61 
2 2.3.3b Example of Cox proJ)ortional hazard regression output 77 
2 2.3.4 Example of how time to failure was calculated 79 
2 2.3.5 Offenders with zero days at risk post-RA 80 
2 2.4a Reoffended post-RA (Yes/No) by experiment and experimental condition 81 
2 2.4b Experiment and mean time to failure 81 
2 2.4c Mean time to failure by experiment and experimental condition 82 

Summary of findings from restorative justice research that explored gender, race, age 
3 3.3 at conference or age of onset and reoffending 98 
3 3.6.1a Descriptive statistics for gender 103 
3 3.6.1 b Cox regression, gender and time to failure 103 
3 3.6.1c Gender and mean time to failure 104 
3 3.6.1d Gender and mean time to failure, burglary experimental condition 106 
3 3.6.2ai Self-defined ethnic classification by experiment 107 
3 3.6.2aii Descriptive statistics for race (White/Non-White) 108 
3 3.6.2b Cox regression, White/Non-White and time to failure 109 
3 3.6.2c Race and mean time to failure 109 
3 3.6.2di Cox regression, interaction of race (White/Non-White) and restorative justice 110 
3 3.6.3dii Race and mean time to failure by experiment and experimental condition 110 
3 3.6.3ai Descriptive statistics, age range at random assignment 111 
3 3.6.3aii Age range at random assignment by experiment and experimental condition 112 
3 3.6.3b Cox regression, age at random assignment 113 
3 3.6.3c Age at random assignment and mean time to failure 114 
3 3.6.3di Cox regression, interaction of age at random assignment and restorative justice 114 

Age at random assignment and mean time to failure by experiment and experimental 
3 3.6.3dii condition 116 
3 3.6.4ai Descriptive statistics for age of onset (PNC) 116 
3 3.6.4aii Age of onset (PNC) by experiment and experimental condition 117 
3 3.6.4b Cox regression, age of offendin_g_ onset and time to failure by experiment 118 
3 3.6.4c Age of onset (PNC) and mean time to failure by experiment 119 
3 3.6.4di Cox regression, interaction of age of onset and restorative justice 119 
3 3.6.4dii Age of onset (PNC) and mean time to failure by experiment and experimental condition 120 

Cox regression, gender, race, age at RA and age of onset by experiment and 
3 3.6.5 experimental condition 122 

Gender and race (White/Non-White) and mean time to failure in the burglary 
3 3.6.5ai experiment 123 

Male burglary offenders by race (White/Non-White) and mean time to failure by 
3 3.6.5aii experimental condition 124 
3 3.6.5bi Gender, age at RA and mean time to failure, burglary offenders 125 

Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice -ix-



3 3.6.5bii Male burglary offenders and age at random assignment by experimental condition 125 

3 3.6.5ci Gender, age of 1st PNC offence and mean time to failure by experiment 126 
Gender, age of 1st PNC offence and mean time failure by experiment and experimental 

.3 3.6.5cii condition 127 

3 3.6.5di Race, age at RA and mean time to failure in the burglary experiment 128 

3 3.6.5dii Race, age at RA and mean time to failure by experimental condition 129 

3 3.6.5ei Race, age of 1st PNC and mean time to failure in the burglary experiment 130 
Race, age of 1st PNC and mean time to failure, burglary experiment by experimental 

3 3.6.5eii condition 131 

Summary of selected restorative justice literature that explored frequency, seriousness 
4 4.3 or time in custody and reoffending 150 

4 4.5 Example of frequency calculation 153 

4 4.6.1a Arrest frequency in five years prior to RA by experiment and experimental condition 157 

4 4.6.1b Cox regression, frequency of arrest in the five years prior to RA 158 

4 4.6.1c Arrest frequency in five years Pre-RA by experiment 159 

Cox regression, frequency of arrests in five years Pre-RA by experiment and 
4 4.6.1di experimental condition 160 

4 4.6.1dii Arrest frequency, mean time to failure by experiment and experimental condition 161 

4 4.6.1e PNC frequency in five years prior to RA by experiment and experimental condition 163 

4 4.6.1f Cox regression, PNC frequency in five years prior to RA by experiment 163 
Cox regression, interaction of PNC frequency in five years prior to RA and restorative 

4 4.6.1Q justice 164 

4 4.6.1 h PNC frequency, mean survival times by experiment and experimental condition 165 
Descriptive analysis, seriousness of offending (CRIS) by experiment and experimental 

4 4.6.2a condition 166 
Cox regression, historical maximum sentences pre-RA and time to failure post-RA by 

4 4.6.2b experiment 167 
Historical maximum sentence scores for arrests pre-RA and mean time to failure by 

4 4.6.2c exQ_eriment 168 
Cox regression, interaction of historical maximum sentences pre-RA and experimental 

4 4.6.2di , condition 169 

Historical maximum sentence scores for arrests pre-RA and mean time to failure by 
4 4.6.2dii experiment and experimental condition 170 

Descriptive statistics, custody pre-RA (Yes/No) by experiment and experimental 
4 4.6.3ai condition 171 

Descriptive statistics, time in custody (days) pre-RA by experiment and experimental 
4 4.6.3aii condition 172 

Cox regression, time spent in custody pre-RA and time to failure post-RA by 
4 4.6.3b experiment 172 
4 4.6.3c Time spent in custocly: (months) and mean time to failure by experiment 173 

Cox regression, interaction of time spent in custody and experimental condition on time 
4 4.6.3di to failure 174 

Time spent in custody (months) pre-RA and mean time to failure by experiment and 
4 4.6.3dii exQ_erimental condition 175 

Cox regression, frequency, seriousness, custody and experimental condition by 
4 4.6.4 experiment 177 

High/low frequency of arrests and severity of offending, mean time to failure by 
4 4.6.4a experiment and experimental condition 179 

High/low frequency of arrests and time in custody, mean time to failure by experiment 
4 4.6.4b and experimental condition 181 

High/low frequency, severity and time in custody, mean time to failure by experiment 
4 4.6.4c and experimental condition 183 
5 5.6.1a Descriptive statistics, identified drug use by experiment and experimental condition 203 
5 5.6.1bi Cox regression, identified drug use (yes/no) and time to failure by experiment 205 
5 5.6.1bii Identified drug use (yes/no) and mean time to failure by experiment 206 

Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice -x-



Cox regression, identified crack, heroin, and crack and heroin use (yes/no) and time to 

5 5.6.1ci failure 207 

Identified crack, heroin, and crack and heroin use (yes/no) and mean time to failure by 

5 5.6.1cii experiment 208 

5 5.6.1d"l Identified drug use and misuse (yes/no), mean time to failure by experimental condition 209 

Identified crack use or misuse (yes/no), mean time to failure by experiment and 

5 5.6.1d2 experimental condition 210 

Identified heroin use or misuse (yes/no), mean time to failure by experiment and 
5 5.6.1d3 experimental condition 212 

Identified crack and heroin use or misuse (yes/no), mean time to failure by experiment 

5 5.6.1d4 and experimental condition 213 
Cox regression, drug use identified in RJ conference (yes/no) and time to failure by 

5 5.6.2ai experiment 215 

5 5.6.2aii Drug use identified in RJ agreement (yes/no) mean time to failure by experiment 215 

5 5.6.2b Identified drug use in probation reports and RJ conference outcome agreements 216 
Identified drug use in RJ agreements and probation reports, mean time to failure by 

5 5.6.2c experiment 218 

6 6.6.1a Descriptive statistics, recorded victimization by experiment and experimental condition 237 

Victimization and chronology of offending, LCCE offenders who had been a V or VIW 
6 6.6.1b prior to random assignment 238 

6 6.6.1c Age of first victim status on CRIS prior to RA 239 

6 6.6.2a Pre-RA victimization (yes/no) and mean time to failure by experiment 240 
Pre-RA victimization (yes/no) and mean time to failure by experiment and experimental 

6 6.6.2b condition 241 

6 6.6.2c Cox regression, number of prior victimizations in 5 years pre-RA and time to failure 241 

Number of times as victim in 5 years pre-RA, mean time to failure by experiment and 
6 6.6.2ci experimental condition 243 

Cox regression, age at first victimization and time to failure by experiment and 
6 6.6.2d experimental condition 243 

Age of first recorded victim status on CRIS, survival means by experiment and 
6 6.6.2di ' experimental condition 244 

The number of recorded VIW events in property, violent and other offence types pre-
6 6.6.2e1 RA by experiment and experimental condition 245 

Cox regression, number of VIWs by offence type and mean time to failure by 
6 6.6.2e2 experiment and experimental condition 246 

Number of times as VIW in violent offences pre-RA, mean time to failure by experiment 
6 6.6.2e3 and experimental condition 247 

Number of times as VIW in other offences, mean time to failure by experiment and 
6 6.6.2e4 experimental condition 248 
6 6.6.21 Descriptive statistics, injury score from reported victimization 249 
6 6.6.211 Cox regression, injury score from victimization pre-RA and time to failure 250 
6 6.6.212 Injury score from victimization pre-RA and mean time to failure by experiment 251 

Injury score from victimization pre-RA and mean time to failure by experiment and 
6 6.6.213 experimental condition 252 

Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice -xi-



List of Graphs 

List of Graphs: Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice 

Chapter 
Graph Graph Title (abbreviated) 

Page 
Number Number 

2 2.3.3a Example survival functions for LCCE offenders 73 

2 2.3.3ai Example survival functions for the burglary and robbery experiments 74 

2 2.4b Survival functions by experiment 82 

3 3.6.1c Survival functions, gender and time to failure 105 

3 3.6.1d Survival functions, gender by_ experimental condition in the burglary experiment 106 

3 3.6.2aii Percentage White/Non White by experiment and experimental condition 108 

3 3.6.3aii Age at random assignment by experiment and experimental condition 112 

3 3.6.4aii Age of onset by experiment and experimental condition 118 

3 3.6.5aii Male burglary offenders by race 124 

3 3.6.5dii White burglary_ offenders by age at RA and experimental condition 129 

Mean frequency of arrests per year in the five years prior to random assignment by 
4 4.6.1a experiment and experimental condition 157 

4 4.6.1c Survival functions, frequency of arrests in five years prior to RA 159 

4 4.6.1dii Survival functions, high/low frequency by experimental condition 162 

Survival functions, maximum sentence scores for arrests pre-RA and post-RA time to 
4 4.6.2dii failure in the experimental condition 170 

Survival functions, high/low frequency of arrests and severity of offending pre-RA by 
4 4.6.4a experimental condition 179 

Survival functions, high/low frequency of arrests and time in custody pre-RA by 
4 4.6.4b experimental condition 181 

Survival functions, high/low severity, frequency and time in custody pre-RA by 
4 4.6.4c ~ experimental condition 183 
5 5.6.1a Identified drug use by experiment and experimental condition 204 
5 5.6.1bii Survival functions, identified drug use (yes/no) in the robbery experiment 206 
5 5.6.1d2 Survival functions, identified crack use (yes/no) in the LCCE experimental condition 210 
5 5.6.1d3 Survival functions, identified heroin use (yes/no) in the robbery experimental condition 212 

Survival functions, identified crack and heroin use (yes/no) in the robbery experimental 
5 5.6.1d4 condition 214 
5 5.6.2aii Survival functions, identified drug use in RJ conference agreements 216 
6 6.6.2di Survival functions, age group at first victimization in the robbery experiment 245 

Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice -xii-



..., 
List of Abbreviations 

Abbre viation Mean in 

CJ Conventional Justice 

CRIS Crime Report Information System 

liS Inmate InformationS stem 

JRC Justice Research Consortium 

LCCE London Crown Court Experiments 

MPS Metropolitan Police Service 

PNC Police National Com uter 
PSR Pre-Sentence Report 
RA Random Assi nment 
RCT Randomised controlled trial 
RJ Restorative Justice 

~' 

J: 

Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice -xiii-



List of Abbreviations 

Abbreviation Meaning 

CJ Conventional Justice 

CRIS Crime Report Information System 

liS Inmate Information System 

JRC Justice Research Consortium 
LCCE London Crown Court Experiments 
MPS Metropolitan Police Service 
PNC Police National Computer 
PSR Pre-Sentence Report 
RA Random Assignment 
ACT Randomised controlled trial 
RJ Restorative Justice 

Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice -xiii-



Chapter 1 

Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice 

Chapter 1, Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice -1-



Chapter 1 

Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice 

Overview 
Restorative justice 
Criminal careers 
Restorative justice and criminal careers, research aims 
Outline of dissertation 

1 .1 Overview 

Restorative justice is becoming an increasing part of the government's 

crime reduction strategy. Prior research suggests that restorative justice can 

be effective at reducing reoffending in many contexts. What is not clear, 

however, is what differentiates the offender who desists from crime following a 

restorative justice conference versus the offender who does not. In December 

2004, the Justice Research Consortium (JRC) completed a randomised 

controlled trial testing the crime reduction effects of restorative justice 

conferences when added post-conviction, pre-sentence at London Crown 

Courts. 355 Burglary and robbery offenders and victims who agreed to 
~ 

participate in the trial were randomly assigned to either a face to face 

conference (experimental condition) to discuss the harm caused by the 

offence in addition to normal court process or a control group where their case 

proceeded as usual through the criminal justice system. The randomized 

controlled design, not often achieved in criminal justice settings, and 

especially with serious adult offenders, provided a unique opportunity to 

explore factors that might have an impact on the effectiveness of restorative 

justice. 

Criminal career research suggests that individual characteristics such 

as gender, race and age, criminal history features such as frequency and 

seriousness, and ancillary factors such as drug use and victimization can 

have an effect on offending and desistance. Exploring the impact that these 

criminal career dimensions can have on reoffending with offenders who have 

taken part in the London Crown Court Experiments may help identify 

characteristics of offenders with whom restorative justice is most effective. 
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This chapter presents an overview of literature on restorative justice 

including what it is, evidential benefits to victims and studies that have 

explored the impact of restorative justice on reoffending. Highlighting the 

need for additional research to identify factors that may influence the 

effectiveness of restorative justice, this chapter then presents an overview of 

the criminal career literature with a focus on variables that have been 

associated with offending and reoffending. The chapter then describes the 

key objectives of the dissertation followed by a brief description of subsequent 

chapters that address individual characteristics (gender, race and age), 

criminal history features (frequency, seriousness and time in custody) and 

aggravating factors such as (drug use and victimization). 

1.2 Restorative Justice 

Restorative justice has achieved significant momentum in the criminal 

justice arena in recent years. Braithwaite and Strang (2001 :2) suggest that a 

general 'disillusionment about justice and state' exists and as a result many 

countries are searching for different models for dealing with crime and 

violence. Crime is a deeply imbedded social issue and the challenge of 

modern crime-~ontrol policy is to work simultaneously across multiple 

environments 'within communities that are characterized by overlapping 

needs' (Gilbert & Settles, 2007:5). 

Compared with the 'known reality' of the existing criminal justice 

system, public support for restorative approaches is very high (McCold, 2003) 

and may present a better strategy that can address the multi-dimensional 

needs of communities (Gilbert & Settles, 2007). In particular, restorative 

justice has be-en seen as an opportunity for more holistic or emotionally 

intelligent measures that respond to victims, offenders and overall promote 

community involvement and cohesion (Braithwaite & Strang, 2001, Maxwell & 

Morris, 2001; McCold, 2003; Sherman, 2002). Restorative justice has 

become the 'back to the future' approach to modern justice (Sherman, 

2002:16). 

In 2003, the Home Office (2003a:9) produced a strategy document 

specifying that restorative justice can help achieve 'key objectives' across the 

criminal justice system including: building public confidence and delivering 
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justice effectively, improving victim satisfaction, and reducing crime and 

reoffending - particularly for serious violent offenders where they have met 

face to face with their victims in a conference. Restorative justice is already 

commonplace in the Youth Justice system following the 1998 Crime and 

Disorder Act and can occur as part of final warnings, supervision orders, 

referral orders and other disposals (Home Office, 2003a). Restorative justice 

is gradually gaining a presence in adult justice through 'caution plus' pilots 

and early release provisions for offenders in custody (Home Office, 2003a). 

Restorative justice is not a newly developed concept but follows a 

tradition of conflict resolution and criminal justice that has been present 

throughout human history with foundations for current practice stemming back 

to ancient Roman, Greek and Arab civilizations (Braithwaite, 1999; Marshal!, 

1999; Weitekamp, 2002). What is new is the way in which the Government is 

publicly endorsing restorative justice as 'not a soft option' (Biunkett, 2003:5) 

and seeking to develop and implement 'consistent, appropriate and effective 

use of restorative justice techniques' (Auld, 2001: 5). Specifically, the 

Government states that its intention is to 'maximise' the use of restorative 

justice in the criminal justice system where it is known that 'it works well, to 

meet victims' needs and reduce re-offending' (Home Office 2003a:43). 

Understanding where and how restorative justice works best is of course the 

challenge for research. 

1.2. 1 What is restorative justice? 

Restorative justice is a broad umbrella under which many programmes 

and practices co-exist. One popular definition is cited by Marshal! (1999:5): 

'Restorative justice is a process whereby parties with a stake in a specific 

offence collectively resolve how to deal with the aftermath of the offence and 

its implications for the future.' 

Some would argue that this definition does not embrace the core 

values of restorative justice, as it does not define who the stakeholders are or 

what is meant to be resolved, and does not allow for indirect conferencing 

where the victim and offender do not come together but liaise instead though 

a mediator (Daly & Hayes, 2001 ). In reviewing the above definition, 

Braithwaite (1999:6) suggests a simpler description is that restorative justice 
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is about restoring victims, restoring offenders and restoring communities. The 

x to be restored is whatever dimension matters to those affected by the crime, 

and by deliberation, the stakeholders determine 'what restoration means in a 

specific context'. 

Restorative justice (RJ) may not be easily defined because it can take 

place at any stage of the criminal justice process including arrest, pre

sentence, post sentence and pre-prison release (Daly, 2000) . In addition, 

restorative justice can be run in addition to court proceedings or as a diversion 

from court, with juveniles and adults, and with criminal or civil matters. 

While there are many forms, definitions and practices, the following 

elements are consistently present in the restorative justice process (Sherman, 

2002): 

• Purpose: The core goal is for offenders to be held accountable for their 

actions and endeavour to repair the harm caused by the offence. In 

addition, victims are provided with an opportunity to ask questions about 

why the crime occurred and explain the material and emotional 

consequences of the offence to the offender (Strang et al., 2006). 

• Responsibility. Offenders must admit responsibility for having caused the 

harm. McD:mald (2002) suggests that effective conferencing can occur 

where there is disputed responsibility but that this should be acknowledged 

by all parties in advance and requires a different 'script'. 

• Method: Any means of fair process that can promote emotional resolution 

between the key stakeholders of the offence: victims, offenders, their 

respective supporters and the community. This can include indirect or 

face-to-face conferences with an impartial facilitator; this latter method has 

been tested more widely and will be the focus of this dissertation. 

• Outcomes: Decision(s) made by stakeholders regarding what should 

happen next and how the harm can be repaired. Financial restitution, 

volunteer work, bereavement or drugs counselling are just a few of the 

many agreements that can be made. 

In a face to face conference, facilitators introduce all the participants to 

each other and often invite the offender first to describe what led up to and 

happened during the offence. The victim(s) is then invited to describe how he 
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is about restoring victims, restoring offenders and restoring communities. The 
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While there are many forms, definitions and practices, the following 

elements are consistently present in the restorative justice process (Sherman, 

2002): 

• Purpose: The core goal is for offenders to be held accountable for their 

actions and endeavour to repair the harm caused by the offence. In 

addition, victims are provided with an opportunity to ask questions about 

why the crime occurred and explain the material and emotional 

consequences of the offence to the offender (Strang et al., 2006). 

• Responsibility. Offenders must admit responsibility for having caused the 

harm. McDonald (2002) suggests that effective conferencing can occur 
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where there is disputed responsibility but that this should be acknowledged 

by all parties in advance and requires a different 'script'. 

• Method: Any means of fair process that can promote emotional resolution 

between the key stakeholders of the offence: victims, offenders, their 

respective supporters and the community. This can include indirect or 

face-to-face conferences with an impartial facilitator; this latter method has 

been tested more widely and will be the focus of this dissertation. 

• Outcomes: Decision(s) made by stakeholders regarding what should 

happen next and how the harm can be repaired. Financial restitution, 

volunteer work, bereavement or drugs counselling are just a few of the 

many agreements that can be made. 

In a face to face conference, facilitators introduce all the participants to 

each other and often invite the offender first to describe what led up to and 

happened during the offence. The victim(s) is then invited to describe how he 

Chapter 1, Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice -5-



--

or she was affected by the offender's actions. Victim and offender supporters 

are also asked how they reacted to the news of the offence and how things 

have been since. Lastly, all parties actively discuss how the harm can be 

repaired and construct, in most cases, an outcome agreement. Facilitators 

are instrumental to providing a safe and focused atmosphere in which 

participants can achieve emotional resolution, empowerment and 

reintegration. 

Unlike traditional interventions that focus specifically on offenders, 

restorative justice aims also to 'restore' victims as well as communities and in 

many cases by bringing these three stakeholders together in time and space. 

Schiff argues that understanding the effectiveness of restorative justice 

requires attention to its multidimensional goals - simply knowing that an 

offender has been 'controlled or fixed' is 'inconsistent with both the intent and 

philosophy of restorative justice' (Schiff, 2003: 330). lt is agreed that the 

study of restorative justice should not be limited to offenders, victims or 

communities. However, it seems reasonable to look at each stakeholder 

separately and together for clues on how and when restorative justice works 

best to accomplish its objectives. 

1.2.2 Victims 

The majority of victims with first hand knowledge of restorative justice 

prefer a facilitated meeting with their offender to the traditional court process 

(Braithwaite & Strang, 2001; McCold, 2003). Proponents suggest that the 

focus of RJ is to centre justice on the victims instead of the courts (Shenk & 

Zehr, 2001 ). There are many reasons why eligible victims choose not to 

participate in restorative processes; however, those who do, generally report 

that they were glad to have taken part, were satisfied with the outcome of the 

meeting and would recommend the process to other victims (Home Office, 

2003a). Victims who are given an opportunity to meet with their offender 

appear more interested in obtaining a sincere apology, an explanation and an 

expression of remorse than they are in financial or material restitution (Strang, 

2002). An apology cannot take away the past, but 'somehow this is precisely 

what is achieved' when an offender's apology is perceived to be sincere 
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(Strang, 2001 :186). Victims may define justice in terms of emotional rather 

than monetary reparation. 

Apart from preferring this less formal way and more personally 

meaningful method of conflict resolution, there is overwhelming international 

evidence that victims are less angry and fearful as well as more sympathetic 

and more able to put the offence behind them following a conference (Strang, 

2002, 2004; Strang et al., 2006). In a non-randomised pre-experimental 

phase of the London Crown Court Experiments, 1 00 percent of victims 

interviewed (n=35) stated that they no longer felt afraid of their offender after 

participating in a restorative justice conference (Strang et al., 2006). In 

addition, there is evidence of reduced trauma (Strang, 2004) and a significant 

reduction in post- traumatic stress symptoms for victims who met their 

offender face to face as compared to a no-conference control group (Angel, 

2005; Strang 2004). In the Reintegrative Shaming Experiment (RISE) in 

Canberra, where victims of violent crime were randomly assigned to a no

conference control group after agreeing to meet with their offender, even the 

promise of restorative justice appeared to reduce victims' desire for revenge 

(Strang, 2002). Sherman (2002) suggests that court itself may increase a 

desire for vengeance by shutting victims out rather than including them in a 

process that treats their view as important regardless of whether a conference 

occurs. 

1.2.3 Offenders 

In a restorative justice process, offenders have an opportunity to 

describe what happened (including what led up to the offence), hear about 

how victims were affected by their actions, and be part of deciding what 

should be done to repair the harm caused. Through this process, it is 

theorised that offenders take responsibility for their actions- not simply legal 

responsibility in the form of a guilty plea or admission but informed 

responsibility that can only occur when full disclosure of harm is presented. 

Restorative justice can provide a forum in which both victims and offenders 

feel equally respected and ought not therefore be seen as something 

specifically designed for victims and part of the victim movement (Kurki, 

2000). 
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Similar to victims, the vast majority of offenders who have first hand 

knowledge of restorative justice are more satisfied with the process and 

outcomes than traditional court procedure (Braithwaite, 1999; Braithwaite & 

Strang, 2001; Kurki, 2000; McCold, 2003). In a comprehensive review of two 

community panel adult pre-trial diversion schemes in New Zealand, Maxwell 

and Morris (2001) highlight that restorative justice can fail where offenders do 

not feel listened to, perceive that their participation or the decisions made are 

coercive, or are left feeling stigmatising shame. Offenders who had a 

negative conference experience were reconvicted at a higher rate than those 

who described their conference experience positively either because they felt 

it was constructive to be part of the process or because they had avoided 

harsher penalties such as detention or a criminal record by taking part. This 

effect was significant for one of the panels. Such research is valuable when 

considering not only reoffending but also compliance with conference 

agreements. Research suggests that compliance rates are generally high in 

restorative processes ranging from 33 percent (Latimer, Dowden & Muise, 

2005) to 58 percent (Galaway, 1992) to 100 percent (Fry, 1997). Compliance 

with obligations made to victims, as with reoffending, is likely to be a factor of 

how an offender perceives the conference process. Sherman (2002) 
~ 

suggests that future offending may be affected by the emotional perception of 

fairness in a legal or restorative justice procedure and that this has serious 

implications for the effectiveness of restorative justice. 

1.2.4 Reducing reoffending 

Advocates would argue that restorative justice offers advantages to 

victims, offenders and communities, even if its practice does not affect 

recidivism (McCold, 2003). However, it is clear that, if a programme is to be 

'rolled out' in the criminal justice system, at the very least it should not 

increase offending. Regardless of how satisfied participating victims feel after 

a conference, their willingness to engage in restorative justice would be 

compromised if it were known that the process increased the number of 

victims. Likewise, knowing that offenders are 'happier' with restorative 
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processes will not sit well with the public if these happy offenders go on 

commit more crime. 

When reviewing the research literature, it is clear that comparing 

restorative justice approaches is sometimes like comparing different varieties 

of apples (Golden Delicious with Granny Smiths) but often like comparing 

completely different fruits. The selection of restorative justice research that 

has looked at reoffending as an outcome measure is presented in this section 

and summarized in Table 1.a (format adapted from Sherman & Strang, 2007). 

Miers (2001) reviewed restorative justice studies that had been 

conducted in sixteen European jurisdictions with juveniles and adults. He 

reported challenges in evaluating the various schemes because of different 

objectives or lack of 'reliable and comprehensive data', but did find evidence 

of crime reduction effects or reduced 'tariff' offending - highlighting Austria 

and Germany (Miers, 2001 :37). Miers et al. (2001) also reviewed seven 

restorative justice studies in the United Kingdom. The authors found a 

significant 20 percent reduction in reoffending for one adult scheme but no 

significant reduction in other adult schemes or in children's studies reviewed 

as part of the evaluation. 

McCold and Wachtel (1998) randomly allocated 292 juvenile offenders 

to community conferencing or court prior to their decision to participate in the 

Bethlehem Pennsylvania Police Family Group Conferencing Project. Three 

groups were compared - offenders who were allocated to conference but who 

chose court, offenders who were allocated to conference who chose and 

attended a conference and offenders allocated to court. In all treatment 

studies, completers had lower reoffending rates than non-completers. Self

selection appeared to be a key factor contributing to lower recidivism rates; 

violent offenders who took part in a conference had significantly lower re

arrest rates at 12-months (20 percent) than offenders who declined to take 

part (48 percent). This would confirm earlier research on procedural fairness. 

There was a significant reduction in reoffending for violent offenders who 

received a conference as compared to those assigned to the court group. 

These results, however, were not statistically valid as they excluded a sample 

of violent offenders with the highest reoffending rates who received a court 

disposal rather than a conference as randomly assigned because it was not 
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possible to arrange a conference; hence the results are based on those who 

actually attended a conference rather than those randomly assigned to the 

conference group. Intention to treat analysis did not find a significant 

difference in reoffending between offenders assigned to conventional justice 

and restorative justice. 

In the lndianapolis Restorative Justice Experiment, 458 first time 

juvenile offenders were randomly allocated to either a restorative justice 

conference or normal processing where youth were assigned to one of 

twenty-three diversionary programmes (McGarrell, 2001; McGarrell et al., 

2000). In a review of reoffending at six months, McGarrell et al. observed that 

20 percent of offenders assigned to the restorative justice programme had 

reoffended as compared to 34 percent assigned to other diversion 

programmes. Further analysis on offenders who had completed their 

assigned programme (RJ or Control) indicated that only 12 percent of 

offenders completing their restorative justice conference were re-arrested as 

compared to 23 percent who had completed other programmes. At a twelve

month review, McGarrell reported that 30.1 percent of participants in the 

restorative justice group had reoffended as opposed to 42.3 percent in the 

control group. Jhis represented a statistically significant difference of a 29 

percent reduction in rearrests for the restorative justice group and led 

McGarrell (p.1 0) to conclude 'that conferences are a promising early 

intervention' for first time juvenile offenders. 

Maxwell and Morris (2001) interviewed conference participants to 

examine the effects that restorative justice conferences can have on 

reoffending and reintegration. Interviewees were prior offenders who had 

been involved in a family group conference in New Zealand some six years 

earlier. They concluded that restorative justice, like other interventions, may 

be more effective when conducted earlier in a criminal career. In addition, 

restorative processes need to be perceived as fair and non-stigmatising, 

whilst still encouraging accountability, responsibility and remorse on the part 

of the offender for harm committed. Daly and Ha yes (2001) reported a similar 

reduction in reoffending where offenders showed remorse and were satisfied 

with the conference outcome. 
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Latimer, Dowden and Muise (2005) conducted a meta-analysis of 22 

studies with 32 tests that explored the crime reduction effects of restorative 

justice. The mean effect size ranged from .38 to -.23 with an overall mean 

effect size of +.07 (SD=.13). 72 percent of the tests showed a reduction in 

reoffending (by as much as 38 percent) and 28 percent showed an increase in 

reoffending (as high as 23 percent). Across the tests there was a 7 percent 

reduction in recidivism for restorative justice programmes compared to non

restorative approaches. 

The Reintegrative Shaming Experiment (RISE) has been to date the 

most rigorous test of restorative justice conferencing (Sherman et al. 1998a). 

In collaboration with the Australian Federal Police, four randomised controlled 

trials were completed in Canberra testing the crime reduction effects of 

restorative justice conferencing as a diversion from prosecution as compared 

with court. Offenders who admitted a property, violent or drink driving offence 

(as identified from a roadside breath test) and agreed to participate in the 

restorative justice programme had their cases randomly assigned either to 

receive a traditional court disposal or to be diverted to a restorative justice 

conference. 

Preliminary results found no significant difference in reoffending 
~ 

(conference vs. court) for young property offenders (shoplifting and personal 

property, N=392), a 38 percent reduction in reoffending in young violent 

offenders (N=121) and a 6 percent increase in reoffending for adult drink 

drivers (N=900). Sherman et al. suggest that the violent experiment 

conferences may involve a more 'legitimate' victim in the offender's eyes and 

contribute to a greater crime reduction effect. Sherman, Strang and Woods 

(2003) highlight the need for long-term follow-up in evaluations on restorative 

justice. A six year review (three years pre and three years post random 

assignment) confirmed significant reduction in reoffending in the violence 

experimental group as compared with their control group; however, offenders 

in the property experiment (personal property and shoplifting) had reoffended 

at a significantly higher rate than their control group (Sherman, Strang & 

Woods 2003). 

Sherman et al. (2005) conducted a meta-analysis of 11 randomised 

controlled trials of restorative justice that took place on three continents 
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(Canberra AUS, lndianapolis USA, London and Northumbria UK). Facilitators 

in all trials employed face to face conferencing and were trained by the same 

trainers (ProActive Resolutions). Whilst the trials were conducted at various 

points of the criminal justice process - post-arrest diversion and post 

conviction pre-sentence, results from the meta-analysis showed that 

restorative justice 'neither increased nor reduced subsequent arrests for 

violence' (p:7). Sherman (2004) suggests that it is essential that further 

rigorous testing of restorative justice be conducted, preferably with the use of 

randomised controlled trials, to ensure 'independent and internally valid 

estimates of effects on crime-and victims-by offence type'. 

V on Hirsch, Ashworth and Shearing (2003) suggest that the multi

purpose rationale of restorative justice is mainly ambitious and aspirational. 

The authors critique the fact that restorative justice literature does not often 

address other factors which may affect crime and victimization such as the 

number of new 'entrants into criminal activity' (p.29), the number of individuals 

who have been diverted from crime, the frequency of offending and estimated 

criminal career lengths. They also question the extreme proposition that 

restorative justice could largely or entirely replace traditional criminal justice 

responses to crime. Restorative justice, however, is generally used to reduce 
---or prevent reoffending rather than to prevent the onset of offending; 

consequently, it should not be compared to other crime prevention 

programmes that attempt to reduce the number of new entrants into crime or 

target those who successfully avoid detection. Unlike traditional criminal 

justice responses to crime, restorative justice also relies on the voluntary . 

cooperation of the participants and in most cases a formal acknowledgement 

of guilt or responsibility for the offence (Marshal!, 1999). Consequently, 

Marshal! (1999) suggests that restorative justice will always sit alongside 

rather than replace formal justice. Gilbert and Settles (2007:5) suggest that 

traditional criminal justice responses are unlikely to be replaced with 

alternative approaches in the foreseeable future. However, an increased use 

of restorative and community justice practices and approaches 'could offer 

new strategies that work synergistically and more effectively within the multi

dimensional environment of modern society.' 
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Table 1.a: Summary of selected restorative justice literature 
that included reoffending as an outcome measure 

Reference Place Population Offence{s) Intervention Comparison Outcome 

Latimer, 22 studies (32 tests) Youth- 26 studies Various Restorative Control or Overall RJ=7% 

Dowden and evaluating RJ with a Adult= 9 studies Justice (RJ) comparison reduction in 

Muise, 2005 control or group reoffending compared 
comparison group to Non-RJ approaches 
and recidivism as 
one outcome 

Maxwell and Two Schemes Adults . lnteNiews Traffic, Community Matched SuNival analysis found 
Morris, 2001 (Project Turnaround with 28 offenders property Panel pre-trial sample dealt offenders in both 

& Te Whanau from schemes. and other diversion but with by court schemes to be 
Awhina) in New Reoffending victim rarely with similar statistically less likely 
Zealand analysis on 100 present characteristics to be reconvicted than 

offenders each comparison group at 
scheme+ 12 months. Offenders 
matched who described 
comparison group inteNention more 

positively were 
reconvicted at lower 
rate 

McCold and Bethlehem 292 juvenile Property Diversion to Conventional High refusal rate post 
Wachtel, 1998 Pennsylvania, USA offenders and face to face justice (CJ) for random assignment. 

violence RJ prior to juveniles Analysis on assigned 
victim consent treatment found no 

signficant results. 
Analysis on 
completers found 
lower recidivism for RJ 
than CJ 

McGarrell et lndianapolis, USA 458 juvenile Property Assignment to Assignment to At 6 month review, 
al., 2000 offenders and face to face one of the RJ=20% rearrest 

violence RJ other 23 versus CJ=34%; 
programme juvenile Completers of RJ=12% 
by court intake diversion rearrest versus CJ 
officers programmes completers:23%; 

by court intake effects signficant but 
officers decays by 12 month 

review 
Shennan et Canberra, Australia 3 separate Property, Diversion to CJ Property =no RJ/CJ 
al., 1998a experiments: violence Face-to-face difference, 

Property (N=393), and drink RJ Violence=38% 
Violence (N=121) driving conferences reduction in RJ group 
and Drink Driving as compared to CJ 
(N=900) Drink Driving =6% 

increase in RJ group 
as compared to CJ 
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1.2.5 Restorative justice - theoretical foundations 

Even though restorative justice has moved into widespread practice 

and has been the subject of evaluative research, it remains a challenging 

subject for 'theoretical reflection' (Harris, Walgrave and Braithwaite, 

2oo4:192). Reintegrative shaming, procedural justice, deterrence, social 

control, social cognition and defiance theories are among some of the many 

theories put forward to explain why restorative processes may work 

(Braithwaite, 1999). Marshal! (1999: 7) suggests that restorative justice is not 

'a single academic theory of crime or justice, but represents, in a more or less 

eclectic way, the accretion of actual experience in working successfully with 

particular crime problems'. This section will present some of the more 

developed theoretical links between restorative justice and reoffending: 

reintegrative shaming, social informational processing, procedural justice, 

neutralisation and life course theory. 

1.2.5a Reintegrative shaming 
Restorative justice practices focus on repairing the harm caused by the 

offence rather than on punishing the offender (Harris, 2006: 327). A 

theoretical perspective that helps explain why restorative justice may be more 

effective than traditional criminal justice responses in reducing reoffending is 

the theory of reintegrative shaming (Braithwaite, 1989; Harris, 2006). 

Braithwaite suggests that conscience is a more 'powerful weapon to control 

misbehaviour than punishment' and that shaming is critical to the process of 

building cons9ience (Braithwaite, 1989: 71 ). Whereas punishment denies the 

morality of the offender, shaming can reaffirm conscience by expressing 

disapproval for the offender's actions whilst believing that the offender's 

actions are out of character; therefore, condemning the crime and not the 

person. Shaming can be reintegrative when the offender is treated 

respectfully, when disapproval is terminated by forgiveness and does not label 

the person as evil or not to be trusted (Braithwaite, 1989). Sherman (2003) 

suggests that shaming can also be stigmatising and disintegrate moral bonds 

between the offender and community when it is not respectful, labels the 

offender as bad and forgiveness is absent. 
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In a study of 37 offenders, 24 indicated that some form of shame was 

an important part of their decision to stop reoffending (Leibrich 1996). Many 

researchers believe that a conference process enables offenders to take 

responsibility for their behaviour, strengthens moral bonds between families 

and community and encourages empathy, which has preventative effects on 

future offending (Kurki, 2000, Harris, 2001 ). Harris, Walgrave and Braithwaite 

(2004:201) observe that offenders who experience respect and empathy in a 

conference often feel remorse, guilt and shame for their offence; victims, 

rather than being an 'object with a handbag', become a 'concrete human 

being with needs and feelings like the offender themselves'. Offenders are 

reintegrated with their families and communities as law abiding citizens when 

they express remorse for their actions, apologise to the victim and repair the 

harm caused by the crime (Sherman & Strang, 1997). 

1.2.5b Social learning and social cognition 

Human behaviour is highly sensitive to social contexts (Dishion & 

Patterson, 1997). Social learning theory describes the process by which 

children learn the values and mores of a particular social or cultural group 

through social reproduction (Bandura, 1986; Miller, 1993), which is through 

imitating and modelling their behaviour on that of the adults around them. 

Consequently, parents or early guardians are the first agents of socialization, 

followed in time by schools and peers. Parents who do not provide consistent 

or positive feedback to prosocial behaviour, or who do not themselves act 

prosocially, are unlikely to transmit prosocial cognitions to their children. The 

context for developing cognitive processing skills is perpetually changing and 

provides .an individual with constant challenges about what constitutes 

appropriate social behaviour. Children who frequently associate with 

delinquent peers, for example, may develop a set of cognitive processes and 

enact behaviour that conforms to their peer culture, but may find that these 

processes are not appropriate for the complex system of rule-governed 

organizations and interactions that constitutes society (Bennett, Farrington & 

Huesmann, 2005). 
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Cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT) and other programs that are 

focused on the development of pro-social information processing skills and 

deficits in social problem solving are among the most promising of 

rehabilitative treatments for offenders (Beelman & Lose I, 2006; Lipsey & 

Landengerber, 2006). Braithwaite (2002:98) proposed that restorative justice 

'reinforces the social cognitive principles that have been shown to be the 

hallmarks of effective rehabilitation programs'. However, restorative justice 

may do more than simply reinforce; it may actually provide a social cognitive 

behavioural learning event. 

Restorative justice conferences where offenders and victims come face 

to face provide not only an opportunity for an offender to hear first hand how 

their actions affected another, but also an opportunity to understand pro-social 

behaviour and develop empathy. Barton (2000) argues that offenders morally 

disengage following a criminal event and that conventional justice does not 

provide a means by which offenders can hear about the impact of their actions 

on others, take responsibility or learn from their mistakes. Barton adds that 

restorative justice processes provide an opportunity for moral re-engagement, 

social and moral development, emotional and moral psychological healing and 

reintegrative shaming. 

1.2.5c Procedural justice 

Procedural justice research suggests that people will obey laws, 

without the threat of punishment, when they feel that the criminal justice 

system is acting justly (Tyler, 1990). Tyler (1990, 2003) suggests that when 

people are treated fairly and respectfully, they will view legal authorities as 

legitimate and entitled to be obeyed; the result is that people become self

regulating and take personal responsibility for complying with social rules. 

Restorative justice is a unique concept as it requires willingness of the 

offender to accept responsibility for his or her offence and willingness to 

reconcile with the victim and his community (Angel, 2005). For restorative 

justice to have a positive impact on reoffending, offenders must perceive the 

process to be non-coercive, constructive and fair (Maxwell and Morris, 2001 ). 

When offenders view their victim as legitimate and experience a fair process, 
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they are more apt to take responsibility for their actions and work to repair the 

harm caused. 

Tyler (2006) compared common elements shared by procedural justice 

and restorative justice approaches and concluded that both encourage the 

development of people's internal values so that they become more motivated 
to engage in self-regulatory behaviour. Tyler also suggests that restorative 

justice mirrors the goal of procedural justice in developing informal and formal 
legal procedures that strengthen the influence of social values on people's law 

abiding behaviour. When people become more connected to their feelings of 

responsibility to others in the community, they become more motivated to 

either follow their moral principles or 'defer to societal authorities or 

institutions' (Tyler, 2006: 316). In the RISE Experiments (Sheman & Barnes, 
1997), offenders who participated in a restorative justice conference with their 

victim indicated that they felt listened to, were given an opportunity to correct 

any factual errors in the case, were explained their rights and were treated 

with respect and courtesy. Sherman & Barnes (1997) suggest that offenders 

who feel they have been treated fairly by the law are more likely to obey the 

law in the future. 

1.2.5d Neutralisation theory 
Sykes and Matza (1957) introduced the theory of neutralisation in 

response to the prevailing criminological belief that offenders were part of a 

distinct subculture whose normative values were deviant or criminal. 

Neutralisation theory suggests that offenders possess similar value systems 

to the dominant culture and view illegal behaviour as generally wrong. Sykes 

and Matza, suggested that offenders use neutralisation techniques including a 

denial of responsibility (my friends made me do it), victims (he provoked me 

first) and injury (the store makes enough money - it won't make a difference if 

I steal these sweets) in order to justify their offending behaviour. 

Neutralisation techniques allow offenders to temporarily disengage from 

conventional morality in order to commit crime (Matza, 1964; McCarthy & 
Stewart, 1998). 
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If offenders persist in illicit activities over time, these neutralisation 
techniques may become imbedded into the offenders psyche. Erez and 
Laster (1999: 531) suggest that legal practitioners themselves employ 
neutralisation techniques in order to distance themselves from crime and its 
victims and to deal professionally in the processing and sentencing of 
offenders. The denial of harm can be reinforced in traditional court practices 
as the offender does not have to deal directly with the victim or the harm they 
have suffered (Marshal!, 1990). 

A restorative justice conference provides an opportunity that the 
conventional criminal justice system does not: a face-to-face meeting with the 
victim in which the offender can hear firsthand the direct and indirect 
consequences of his or her actions. In this capacity, restorative justice may 
be a catalyst for change by challenging the neutralisation techniques 
employed by offenders and re-engaging them with their moral values. The 
victim becomes a real person rather than an object and it is harder for the 
offender to rationalise his actions when confronted with a future offending 
opportunity. 

1.2.5e Life course theory 
Life course theorists suggest that the relationship between the 

individual and his environment can impact on his decision to commit crime. 
Through a life course, individuals may have more or less developed social ties 
with family, friends and society. Sampson and Laub (2001) denote that 
delinquency is more likely to occur among individuals with weak or broken 
social bonds. Where individuals do not have a connectedness with family, 
friends and community, they will be less likely to be concerned about the 
consequences of their actions. 

The concept of turning points or significant life events is a central 
component of life course theories. Events such as marriage, employment and 
having children, for example can be important factors that foster bonding with 
family and community and encourage the following of societal rules. 
Conversely, offending may cause negative effects through labelling, 
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destroying relationships with family and have an impact on employment 

potential and stability. 

Restorative justice conferences may facilitate change by acting as a 

turning point or significant life event in which offenders are able to re-establish 

ties with family and friends, develop valuable social skills and also reflective 

reasoning which may re-build internal constraints against offending behaviour 

(Braithwaite, 2002; Brazemore & Erbe, 2004). 

1.2.5f Theory and practice 
The theories proposed by academics, philosophers and practitioners 

have a similar theme. Bringing the offender and victim together in a safe 

environment with supporters, where the emotional depths and realisation of 

harm can be explored, is thought to provide a catalyst for behavioural change. 

Offenders who perceive the process to be fair and respectful may also find the 

process provides an opportunity to appreciate the consequences of their 

actions and re-integrate with family, friends and community. 

The belief in general is that restorative justice 'when carried out 

properly, does have a positive effect on reoffending' (RJC, 2006). However, 

this implies that reoffending following restorative justice would simply be the 

product of a 'failed' conference rather than due to any characteristics of the 

offender or other factors. Other interventions aimed at reducing reoffending 

anticipate some degree of relapse. To assume that a single intervention will 

have the same 'positive effect' for every offender taking part is misleading and 

unrealistic. 

What is not clear and warrants attention is what differentiates the 

individual who participates in a restorative justice conference and reoffends 

versus another, who participates in what appears to be a similar event, and 

does not. The degree to which any two people can ever have the 'same' 

conference experience is of course an overly simplistic deliberation. Most 

knowledge of offending and desistance is based on variation between 

individuals; however, crime prevention requires change in individual behaviour 

(Farrington, 2000). If a restorative justice process is aimed at changing 

individual behaviour, it seems reasonable to look at characteristics of 
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individuals participating in restorative justice to determine if these can have an 
impact on whether restorative justice works most effectively to reduce 
reoffending. 

1.3 Criminal Careers 

Blumstein (1986: 12) defines a criminal career as the 'characterization 
of the longitudinal sequence of crimes committed by an individual offender.' 
The criminal career term is used to denote people who commit criminal 
actions or offences over a period of time (Maruna, 2001) and an 'official' 
criminal career refers specifically to those offences that come to notice of 
official organisations (Soothill, Francis & Fligelstone, 2002). There is much 
discussion as to what degree of offending constitutes a criminal 'career'. 
Maruna (2001) suggests that one offence does not a career make and 
therefore the career term should not be used for those people who commit 
one offence before returning to their crime free existence. In criminal justice 
terms, criminal careers apply to those people who have a 'past record of 
multiple arrests or convictions for serious crimes, or an unusually large 
number of arrests or convictions for crimes of varying degrees of seriousness' 
(Pearson Educati2n, 2001 ). This definition, however, will exclude those 
career criminals whose offences have not come to official notice through 
arrest or conviction or whose offending career has not reached (or never 
reaches) a level of frequency or seriousness that allows them to be classified 
in this category. 

The concept of a criminal career is not a theory of crime, but rather a · 
way of organising knowledge on offending and leaves open internal and 
external causal factors that may be attributed to offending behaviour 
(Biumstein et al., 1988a). Criminal career research strives to investigate the 
development of offending behaviour through the life course -from onset to 
desistance as well as features of offending such as frequency, escalation and 
specialisation (Biumstein, Cohen, Das & Moitra, 1988b; Farrington, Lambert & 
West, 1998; Farrington, 1997). Criminal career research has the added 
advantage of being able to examine both between and within individual 
differences in offending patterns over time (Piquero, Farrington & Blumstein, 
2003). lt is recognised that criminal career research has limitations and one 
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can never truly capture an entire offending career. True desistance from a 

criminal career, for example, can only be known with certainty when an 

offender dies and whilst official offending measures may underestimate 

offending and are prone to recording errors, self reported measures are also 

flawed and may depend in part on the respondent's memory, recall period, 

intelligence, substance misuse and frequency of offending (Burnett, 2004; 

Farrington et al., 1998; Weis, 1986). 

Demographic information such as age, gender and race are essential 

to contextualising criminal careers. In addition many individual and personal 

history characteristics such as drug use and prior victimization are integrally 

associated with offending onset, frequency and seriousness (Farrington, 

1998; Farrington, 2001 b; Sampson & Lauritson, 1990). 

1.3.1 Influences on criminal careers 

Knowing exactly what combination of individual, social and 

environmental factors cause people to offend in the first place remains the 

Holy Grail pursuit for criminologists. Piquero et al. (2003) stress that it is 

important to distinguish between factors that are predictive of future offending 

but fixed (e.g. gender, race) versus those that are changeable (e.g. poor 

parenting). Studies have consistently shown higher rates of offending for 

males than females, and especially higher rates of violence (Ben nett, 

Farrington & Huesmann, 2005). In addition, many different countries report 

that certain ethnic groups are more likely to come to the attention of the 

criminal justice system than others (Smith, 1997). In the UK, those of 

Caribbean descent are more prominent among offending populations and 

Smith (1997) ponders whether this is a result of unfair discrimination or 

because this black minority group are more likely to offend. He concludes that 

the two questions are integrally linked. 

Many individual and family factors predict the onset and persistence of 

criminal and violent behaviour. Through longitudinal studies, individual 

characteristics (such as high impulsivity, low intelligence, and academic 

attain.ment) family factors (such as poor parental supervision or having a 

criminal parent) and peer factors (such as association with delinquent peers), 

have all been identified and linked with an individual's increased criminal or 

Chapter 1, Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice -21-



violent potential (Farrington, 1998, 2001 b). Whilst these 'risk' factors predict a 

significantly increased propensity to commit crime, these same risk factors 

cannot necessarily be said to cause crime (Farrington, 2000). The more risk 

factors a person has experienced, however, the greater are the odds in favour 

of future crimes (Farrington, 2001 a). 

One could argue that some risk factors are dependent on others. Drug 

use is a good example of this. Bennett (2000) reported that drug use was 

correlated with both increased prevalence and incidence of offending in a 

sample of 506 arrestees in Liverpool and South Norwood. However, the risk 

factors that predispose someone to commit crime are generally the same 

factors that predispose someone to try drugs (Farrington, 1991; Hough, 1996). 

Prior victimization (Kievens, Duque & Ramfrez, 2002; Hartless, Ditton, Nair & 

Phillips 1995; Sampson & Lauritsen, 1990; Wittebrood & Nieuwbeerta, 1999) 

and mental health (see Hollin, 2004a) has also been associated with 

offending. lt is unclear, however, whether such factors increase the risk of 

offending or are the result of an offending lifestyle. Continued research in this 

area is essential to the criminal career paradigm. 

1.3.2 Criminal careers and offending 

In his book Making Good, Maruna (2000:26) explores whether 

desistance is a termination event or maintenance process that can be 

described as a 'long-term abstinence from crime among individuals who had 

previously engaged in persistent patterns of criminal offending'. This latter 

definition allows researchers to study characteristics of 'sustained absence' 

over the life course rather than the more challenging prospect of calculating 

the true duration of an individual's criminal career only at the point of death. 

Certainly age has been shown to be a factor in desistance whereby offenders 

may simply grow out of crime (Farrington , 1986; McCord, 1978). 

The development of personal capital through life events such as 

marriage, children and employment have been shown to have the potential for 

reducing reoffending (Nagin & Paternoster, 1994) but it is thought that an 

evenrs positive potential becomes actualised only to the extent that it affects 

an individual's psychological state (Roger & Najarian, 1989). Hence it is not 

the event itself but the individual's perception and belief of the event that is 
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important. Burnett (2004) tested a similar concept when she asked 109 

property offenders before prison release what they thought their likelihood of 

reoffending would be. 81 percent of offenders who stated they would 

'definitely not reoffend' succeeded in not offending whilst only 16 percent of 

those who were 'sceptical' did not reoffend during the 18 months following 

their release. 

There are at least two ways of decreasing crime - by reducing the 

proportion of the population who commit crime in the first place and by 

reducing the number of crimes active offenders commit (Biumstein et al., 

1988). In order to prevent new entrants to offending, crime prevention 

measures would address the entire population whilst already active offenders 

may require an approach that effectively targets, treats and/or controls 

offending behaviour (Biumstein et al., 1988). If past offending is the best 

predictor of future offending, it seems reasonable that crime prevention 

measures or interventions should focus on knowledge gained from criminal 

careers to understand how 'various causal factors work to encourage, to 

intensify, or to inhibit criminal activity' (Biumstein et al., 1988a: 4). 

1.3.3 Criminal careers and interventions 

Criminal career research has taught us much about the characteristics 

of offending over time, however, 'the practical outcome of good criminal 

career research is the development of intervention strategies' that can either 

prevent offending from starting in the first place or reduce or terminate 

offending once it has started (Applied Research Services, 2001 :5). In 

addition, Hood (1995) stresses the need for an integration of criminal career 

research with intervention research in order to understand the varying impact 

of each on future choices and behaviours. In a comprehensive review of the 

criminal career paradigm, Piquero et al. (2003) explore whether interventions 

can have a positive effect in inhibiting continued criminal careers. The 

prevailing conclusion from the studies they reviewed (Laub, Nagin and 

Sampson, 1993; Cernkovich and Giordano, Piquero et al, and Simons et al: 

393) was that 'life events (interventions) can have a positive effect on 

offenders' lives, over and above persistent individual differences (e.g. criminal 

propensity)'. 
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1.4 Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice: Research 

Objectives and Organization of the Dissertation 

There are many challenges in interpreting reoffending results in 

restorative justice research. Whilst powerful crime reduction effects have 

been reported, many studies show no significant effect on reoffending when 

compared to court or matched control groups. Where a reduction has 

occurred, it is possible that variables such as self-selection, age, support 

networks and life changing events such as marriage, children, employment, 

among other factors may have been the cause of behavioural change rather 

than the conference process itself. Even where offenders have been 

randomly assigned to a conference or no-conference control group, there are 

issues of whether the sample size was large enough to draw meaningful 

conclusions, treatment integrity and whether the 'conference' was consistently 

delivered. 

Harris (2003: 122) emphasizes that relatively little empirical work has 

clarified what processes or characteristics within a conference or individual 

contribute to suQcessful outcomes. Researching mechanisms and 

interactions that prompt changes in behaviour through a restorative process 

may go a long way to increasing its effectiveness at different points in the 

criminal justice system and with different offenders. Restorative justice 

provides both the prospect of a significant life event and meaningful 

intervention by directly involving the offender, his victim and supporters. 

Maruna (2001) stresses the importance of understanding differences within 

and between individuals, as both are important when understanding offending 

in general and desistence in particular. Certainly little research has sought to 

explain when, where and how restorative justice works; rather the emphasis 

has been placed on understanding whether restorative justice works as a 

whole. Understanding with whom may in fact explain more about if and 

contribute to an understanding of how and when restorative justice works 

best. 
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In this cyclone of restorative justice, Roche (2003: 3) stresses the need 

tor public accountability in order to 'narrow the gap between promise and 

performance in restorative justice' and highlights where this can add to the 

restorative movement whilst not inhibiting the informal nature of the process. 

Unfortunately, restorative justice is being propelled through the criminal justice 

system without clear evidence about its capacity to reduce reoffending with 

different offenders and in different contexts. In particular, a focus of 

restorative justice research has been with young offenders and minor 

offences. If restorative justice is to progress as a viable addition or alternative 

to conventional justice, then more information is needed on whether it works 

also with adult offenders and serious crime. There is the widespread belief 

that restorative justice 'when carried out properly, does have a positive effect 

on reoffending' and that 'once it is established what 'good practice' looks like 

and which programs are using good practice' research will show 'all the 

benefits of a restorative process' (RJC, 2006). lt is certain that 'good practice' 

is essential but the challenge with this viewpoint from advocates is that where 

research reports negative or non-significant effects, the response is generally 

to argue that the process was not completed 'properly' or that that there were 

problems with the research design. Very little research has looked at 

characteristics of serious offenders with the goal of defining if restorative 

justice should be used as it stands (at best), used with additional support or 

avoided all together (at worst). 

McCold (2003:1 06) aptly writes: 'in spite of many assessments, 

research on restorative justice practice today is a mile wide but only an inch 

deep'. In a recent review of the restorative justice research, Sherman and 

Strang (2007:70) concluded that even though restorative justice 'may reduce 

crime more effectively with more serious crimes, the evidence does not readily 

allow accurate predictions of the kinds of offences or offenders for whom RJ is 

more likely to be effective. Such obvious patterns as consistency by race and 

gender are elusive'. 

Research suggests that individual characteristics such as gender, race 

and age, criminal history features such as frequency and seriousness, and 

ancillary factors such as drug use and victimization can have an impact on 

offe~ding and desistance. By focusing on these important criminal career 
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dimensions, this dissertation hopes to clarify 'for whom' restorative justice 

works most effectively. Criminal careers can signposts future offending. 

From a policy perspective, it makes sense to understand how past offending 

can affect future offending and how in turn future offending is affected by a 

restorative justice intervention. Importantly, if restorative justice 'works' as an 

intervention then we should know, with reasonable certainty, when it works to 

prevent crime or reduce risk factors for crime and where it is expected to work 

in terms of setting, places and times (Sherman, 1997). An intensive review of 

criminal careers and restorative justice has not been completed previously. 

This dissertation did not explore the impact of restorative justice 

generally on the number of offences, arrests or convictions committed post 

random assignment as this will be the focus of research conducted by the 

project directors (Professor Lawrence Sherman and Dr. Heather Strang) in the 

future. 

1.4. 1 Research objectives 

In 2004, the Justice Research Consortium concluded two randomised 

controlled trials in London with burglary and robbery offenders. Adult 

offenders who had pleaded guilty and had not been sentenced were invited to 

take part in the restorative justice research. Following offender and victim 

consent, cases were randomly assigned to either a control condition where 

cases proceeded as normal through the Crown Courts or experimental 

condition where a restorative justice conference was convened prior to the 

case being sentenced. 355 offenders and their victims (n=412) were 

randomly assigned between June 2002 and December 2004. The London 

Crown Court Experiments provided a unique and unprecedented opportunity 

to explore criminal careers and restorative justice. 

To study the impact of criminal career variables on reoffending, this 

dissertation explores time to first arrest/failure after random assignment, 

taking into account time in custody. The time to first arrest measure both if 

project offenders had stopped offending but also if they had desisted from 

crime for longer periods of time thereby contributing to a decrease in the 

mean rate of reoffending (Ezell, 2006). This type of investigation is often 

referred to as survival, time to failure or time to event analysis and treats 
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desistance as a process of change. Increasing the interval between criminal 

events is indicative of the desistance process even where the offender has not 

completely refrained from committing crime (Ezell, 2006). 

The presence of an experimental (restorative justice+ court) and 

control group (court only) enabled this researcher to investigate the interaction 

between criminal careers and restorative justice for serious burglary and 

robbery offenders in the London Crown Court Experiments. Specifically, this 

dissertation focused on the following criminal career variables: 

a. Individual characteristics- gender, race, age of criminal onset and 

age at random assignment. 

b. Criminal history features - frequency, seriousness and time in 

custody prior to random assignment. 

c. Ancillary factors - identified drug use and victimization prior to 

random assignment. 

For each variable, the following questions were addressed and compared for 

the burglary and robbery experiments: 

a. What was the descriptive breakdown of the variable prior to random 

assignment? 

b. Did th_e variable have an impact on time to failure? 

c. Did offenders with a particular variable profile or value (e.g. being 

male or having spent 4 years in custody) reoffend faster than 

offenders with a different profile or variable value (e.g. being female 

or having spent 1 year in custody)? 

d. Did the variable interact with restorative justice and if so, what was 

the nature of the interaction (e.g. Offenders with x variable profile or 

value were significantly slower to reoffend in the experimental 

condition than control condition). 

After individual variables were explored, combinations of variables such as 

gender and race were also analysed to determine if they had an impact on 

the effectiveness of restorative justice in either the burglary or robbery 

experiment. 

Chapter 1, Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice -27-



1.4.2 Organization of the dissertation 

The dissertation explores the criminal careers of burglary and robbery 

offenders who took part in a randomised controlled trial of restorative justice. 

Individual characteristics such as gender, race and age, criminal history 

features including frequency, seriousness and time in custody, and risk factors 

such as identified drug use and victimization were explored individually and in 

combination to determine their relative impact on the effectiveness of 

restorative justice. Each chapter presents the variable(s) to be analysed 

followed by criminal career and restorative justice literature relating to the 

variable(s), analysis and results and a summary of the main findings. Some 

repetition occurs so that each chapter, to some extent, can stand alone. 

Rather than presenting a dedicated 'sample' chapter, descriptive analysis on 

each variable reviewed is included in the relevant chapter along with the 

appropriate equivalency tests across experimental conditions. Specifically, 

the structure of the dissertation is as follows: 

Chapter 2: Method. This chapter provides detail on the London Crown 

Court Experiments, case recruitment, random assignment as well as methods 

used for criminal history data collection and analysis. 

Chapter 3: Gender, Race, Age (at criminal onset and random 

assignment and restorative justice). This chapter examines these 

demographic features in relation to criminal careers and the effectiveness of 

restorative justice. 

Chapter 4: Frequency, Seriousness and Time in Custody. Frequency 

of prior arrests is determined from the Crime Reporting Information System 

and frequency of proved cases (cautions, reprimands, warnings and 

convictions) was calculated using data Police National Computer. The 

seriousness of offending prior to random assignment was determined by 

assigning the maximum corresponding sentence for all prior offences resulting 

in ~rrest. Historical incarceration history was drawn from the Inmate 

Information System. 

Chapter 5: Drugs and restorative justice. Drug use has long been 

associated with criminal career research as a key risk factor for continued 

offending. This chapter looks at identified drug misuse and its impact on the 
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effectiveness of restorative justice. Heroin and crack use are the focus of 

analysis. Identified drug use was coded from probation reports and 

assessments conducted on project offenders. 

Chapter 6: Victimization and restorative justice. Some research has 

linked offending and victimization but very little research has examined the 

impact that prior victimization can have on an intervention. Prior victimization 

of offenders in the London Crown Court Experiment is explored and whether it 

interacts with restorative justice and has an impact on time to failure. 

Chapter 7: Discussion and Conclusion. This chapter discusses the 

main findings from the preceding chapters and presents conclusions about 

criminal careers and restorative justice . 

lt is hoped that this structure will provide a comprehensive picture relating to 

each set of variables and enable meaningful conclusions to be drawn. 
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Chapter 2 

Research Methods and Sample 

The London Crown Court Experiments 
Official records and offending history 
Analytic methods 
Preliminary analyses 

2.1 The London Crown Court Experiments 

In June 2002, the Justice Research Consortium 1 commenced its two 

restorative justice trials in London with offenders aged 18 and over who had 

pleaded guilty to robbery or burglary offences at any of London's 12 Crown 

Courts2 and who had not yet been sentenced. Using a randomised research 

design, the JRC set out to test the crime reduction effects on offenders of 

face-to-face restorative justice conferences and their impact on victims of 

crime. In each trial, both the victim and offender had to consent to participate 

in the research prior to being randomly allocated to a conference or control 

(no-conference) group. In all cases, offenders were dealt with in court as 

usual for their offence. The experimental group participated in a restorative 

justice conference in addition to and not instead of their court treatment. 

Facilitators were seconded Metropolitan Police Officers. To ensure consistent 

1 
The research described here was carried out by the Justice Research Consortium funded by 

the Home Office Research, Development and Statistics Directorate and the Jerry Lee 
Program on Randomized Controlled Trials of Restorative Justice at the University of 
Pennsylvania. The Consortium's operational members included the Metropolitan Police 
Service, National Probation Service- Thames Valley, Northumbria Police and HMP 
Bullingdon. Professor Lawrence Sherman of the University of Pennsylvania and Dr. Heather 
Strang of the Australian National University were the project's eo-directors and developers. A 
total of eight randomised controlled trials were conducted in London, Thames Valley and 
Northumbria. 

I ~as employed by the University of Pennsylvania to eo-manage the London experimental 
tr~als from 2001 to 2004. I was responsible for meeting research objectives in the London 
tnals by developing working protocols and implementing an interface with criminal justice 
partners in the Crown Courts, National Probation Service and Prison Service, Metropolitan 
Police Service, the Crown Prosecution Service and legal community. In addition, I managed 
research staff, oversaw police facilitators, created update reports and collected recidivism 
data on program offenders from police, prison and probation databases. I was involved in the 
earl~ developmental stages of the experiment and helped assess what offence types would 
~rov1de sufficient numbers for the trial and developed an efficient case recruitment system. 

The London Crown Courts are Blackfriars, Central Criminal Court (Old Bailey), Croyden, 
Harrow, Inner London, lsleworth, Kingston-upon-Thames, Middlesex, Snaresbrook, 
Southwark, Wood Green and Woolwich . 
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conference process, all facilitators were trained by ProActive Resolutions3 

(McDonald, 2002) and employed the same conference script. Following 

training, all facilitators were required to run several conferences prior to 

randomly assigning a case to ensure consistent delivery. 

Eligible cases included dwelling and non-corporate burglaries, theft 

from the person and robbery4
. Aggravated forms or attempts were included 

as well as cases involving eo-offenders where it was certain that these 

additional offender(s) would not be prosecuted. Other cases involving eo

defendants were excluded. Eligible offenders had pleaded guilty to the 

offence and were 18 or over at the point of random assignment. Cases 

without personal victims were excluded as well as cases where there were 
sexual, domestic violence or safety issues such as severe mental impairment 

(e.g. where facilitators were refused access to the offender), contagious 

disease (Hepatitis B and C) or considered at a high risk of harming 

themselves or the victim. Multiple victims were allowed, either from one or 

several incidents involving the offender. For practical reasons, cases were 

excluded where the victim or defendant lived (or was remanded) outside the 

Home Counties5 or if there were fewer than seven days between the 

intake/referral date and the sentence date. 

Several means of acquiring eligible cases were attempted (direct court, 

solicitor, probation and CPS referrals) before deciding to use the National 

Probation Service Court Tracker. Crown Court judges request a pre-sentence 

3 
Previously known as Transformative Justice Australia 4 
In a start up phase of the project, the JRC assessed whether to include other offence types 

such as assaults (common assaults, actual and grievous bodily harm), property offences and 
thefts. A careful review of these cases through the courts found: 
a) there was a high degree of heterogeneity (e.g. domestic versus other assault types), 
b) many of these cases did not result in a conviction (were dismissed or withdrawn) and 
c) cases were processed in magistrates and/or crown court adding an extra layer of 
complexity to case recruitment and management. 
There were sufficient numbers of burglary and street crime cases (robbery and theft from the 
person) dealt with at the London Crown Courts to make the experiments feasible. The 
exclusions were added to reduce heterogeneity (e.g. domestic cases from other burglary and 
street crime matters), maintain parity in sentencing (e.g. judges were concerned that they 
woul.d be criticised where two offenders in one case had both taken part in RJ but had 
rece1ved differential sentences based on their prior criminal histories), reduce crossover with 
other RJ programs (young offenders were already given forms of RJ through court orders and 
~he Youth Offending Teams) and for safety reasons (e.g. contagious disease). 
H The Hom.e Counties include: Greater London as well as parts of Kent, Sussex, Essex, 

ertfordsh1re, Buckinghamshire and Berkshire. 
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report from the National Probation Service in 80-90 percent6 of cases resulting 

in a guilty plea. These requests along with other court reports are put onto the 

Probation intranet and retrieved by the individual probation offices responsible 

tor completing the reports. By electronically accessing all Crown Court 

requests for pre-sentence reports on the London Probation Area Court 

Tracker, JRC researchers were able to identify provisionally eligible burglary 

and robbery cases. From June 2002 to December 2004, over 23,000 

requests were made for pre-sentence reports. Of these, 7,222 were for 

burglary and robbery offences and of these 2,956 (40 percent) were identified 

as provisionally eligible. Excluded cases included youth offenders, eo

defendants and not-guilty pleas. Table 2.1 (Flow Diagram) provides a 

summary of the case recruitment and different points of eligibility review. 

Metropolitan Police facilitators reviewed provisionally eligible cases on 

the Crime Reporting Information System (CRIS) to determine if they met 

programme criteria. CRIS reports provide details of the offence, offender and 

victim. lt was often at this stage that features such as sexual or domestic 

aspects were identified by reading the crime report. Many cases were 

excluded, however, only after the facilitator met with the offender (e.g. 

discovered that offender had not pleaded guilty), victim (e.g. was a store 

manager not personally affected by crime) or had spoken to officials handling 

the case (e.g. solicitor identified that there were aspects of case that were 

being disputed that could result in charges against the offender being 

dropped). Severity of the offence, however, was never a factor for exclusion 

and no subjective decision making was used in relation to the characteristics 

of the offender or victim or offence. 

In general, reasons for exclusion fell into four general levels and could 

occur throughout the recruitment process: 

1. Ineligible Offence Types. Only burglary and robbery cases 

(including theft from the person) were eligible for the project. All 

other cases were excluded. 

6 
This percent range of requests has been quoted by London Crown Court Judges and 

Probation staff but I have been unable to find a formal citation; A Home Office Study 
(He~derman, Ellis & Sugg, 1999) suggested that magistrates request PSRs 50-75 percent of 
the t1me when considering a community or custodial sentence but that crown court judges 
request them more frequently. 
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2. Ineligible Cases. A burglary of a large corporation was not 
considered eligible unless a primary personal victim could be 

identified. 

3. Pre-AIIocation Reasons for Exclusions. Facilitators were able to 
work with six to nine cases at a given time. On occasions when 
there were more cases than facilitators to deal with them, 

researchers made decisions as to which cases should go forward 
based on the length of time available to work with the case (more 
days was favoured over cases with fewer days before sentence) 
and offence type (adults pleading guilty to robbery cases did not 
occur as frequently as with burglary cases and were therefore a 
priority when deciding which case to allocate to a facilitator). 

4. Post-Allocation Reasons for Exclusion. After cases had been 
allocated to a facilitator, there were often times when it was not 
possible to locate the offender or victim. For example, there were 
cases in which offenders (on bail) or victims would not respond to 
phone calls, letters and/or did not appear to be residing at the 
listed address on CRIS. 

As a result of reviewing CRIS for eligibility factors and work load 1,719 
~ 

cases were excluded (see Table 2.1 ). 
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Table 2.1: Flow Diagram 

London Crown Court Experiment, July 2002 to December 2004 

ASSESSED FOR ELIGIBILITY 
23,134 -

, Exclusions: Level 1* 15,912 1 

ELIGIBLE OFFENCE TYPES 

Burglary Robbery 7,222 

3,937 3,285 

, Exclusions: Level2* 4,266 I 

PROVISIONALLY ELIGIBLE CASES 

Burglary Robbery 2,956 

1,794 1,162 

, Exclusions: Levels 2 and 3* 1,719 I 

REFERRALS 

Burglary Robbery 1,237 

745 492 

Burglary I Robbery - Exclusions: Levels 2 and 4* 519 I 363 

882 

~ 

RANDOMLY ASSIGNED 
'-. 355 

Control Experimental 

Burglary I Robbery Burglary Robbery 
109 67 118 61 

176 179 

* Project Exclusion Level s 
Level1 Level3 

Ineligible Offence Types Pre-AIIocation Reasons for Exclusion 

Exclusion of all offence types except Burglary and Street Sentenced while on hold 

Crime (Robbery and Theft from Person) Not allocated due to facilitator workload 

Due to discrepencies in record keeping this number is Triaged out 

best estimate 
Level2 Level4 

Ineligible Cases (did not meet ~roject criteria) Post-Allocation Reasons for Exclusion 
Offender is under 18 Sentenced Safety No trace of offender 

Offender pleaded not guilty eo-defendants Offender refusal No trace of victim 
No personal victim Sexual Aspects Victim refusal Other 

Domestic violence aspects 

Victim and/or offender reside outside Home Counties 
Insufficient time (<?days) to work on case .. . . When case load was h1gh, pnonty was g1ven to robbery offences or more workable cases (1.e more ijme before sentence) . 
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2.1.1 Recruitment of project cases 

Following the review for programme eligibility, 1 ,237 cases were 

assigned to seven police facilitators and actively worked on. Facilitators used 

contact details derived from CRIS, pre-sentence report (PSR) requests, legal 

representative or pre-sentence report writers and arranged to visit offenders in 

prison or at their bail address as applicable. Facilitators met with the offender 

prior to meeting with the victim to ensure that the offender had accepted 

responsibility for the offence and the harm he/she caused their victim, agreed 

to participate in the project and meet with the victim if randomly assigned to 

do so, and conduct a risk assessment. These checks were completed by 

facilitators to prevent re-victimization of victim(s) if the offender did not accept 

responsibility, did not agree to take part in the project or could be violent or 

abusive in a conference setting. 

Facilitators met with 977 offenders. 87 percent of offenders (n=846) 

were remanded in custody7 at the time. In this initial meeting, facilitators 

would confirm eligibility (e.g. age of offender, the type of offence and guilty 

plea), explain the restorative justice process and programme including 

random assignment, and determine whether offenders were willing to take 

part. 79 percent (n=769) of offenders consented to participate in the research 

and for their criminal history details to be passed along to programme 

researchers. 

Following offender consent, facilitators proceeded to meet with the 

victim(s) of the offence and establish whether he or she or they were willing to 

take part. Some victims were not met (n=126 cases) because they could not 

be located (n=64), there were identified safety issues in the case (n=8), the 

victim was contactable but was no longer eligible (n=48, e.g. victim had 

moved to Australia) or other reasons (n=6, e.g. case was sentenced). 

There were 643 cases in which facilitators met with the victim(s) and 

361 (56 percent) cases in which the crime victim(s) agreed to take part. Six of 

these cases did not proceed to random assignment because the offender or 

victim had changed their mind or a conference would not have been possible 

7 
The JRC developed working protocols with the following prisons in the Home Counties: 

Belmarsh, Brixton, Bedford, Chelmsford, Feltham, Coldingley, Highdown, Highpoint, 
Holloway, Onley, Pentonville, The Mount, Wandsworth, Woodhill, Wormwood Scrubs, 
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due to logistical difficulties. Facilitators randomly assigned 227 burglary and 

128 robbery cases following victim consent (and often in the presence of the 

victim) by phoning a designated researcher in Philadelphia (a section that 

details the randomization process follows). The time between offence date 

and random assignment date ranged from 17 days (minimum) to 1326 days 

(maximum) with an average of 144 days and a median of 115 days. The time 

between referral date and random assignment ranged from 2 days to 94 days 

with an average of 18 days and median of 16 days. 

Victims were informed of their experimental/control status directly 

following the random assignment decision. lt was decided to randomly assign 

cases after victim consent to avoid re-victimising victims if their offender did 

not agree to take part. In addition, it was hoped that facilitators could manage 

disappointment and/or determine the best available date for a conference by 

providing immediate results of the random assignment. Offenders were 

notified directly after the meeting with the victim. Both victims and offenders 

were encouraged to bring friends and family or other supporters to the 

conference. 

Where the case was assigned to the control group, cases proceeded to 

sentence as per usual through the courts. For experimental cases, facilitators 

convened conferences on average two weeks after random assignment but 

before the sentence date; the conference date was on average 30 days from 

their first contact with the case. 95 percent of conferences held were in the 

prison where the offender was remanded. Conferences averaged 1.5 hours in 

length and 85 percent of conferences had at least one offender supporter and 

62 percent had a least one victim supporter. A member of the research team 

was present at all conferences to confirm that the conference script was being 

utilised and ensure that there were not substantial differences in the 

restorative process from one facilitator to another. 

Facilitators commenced conferences by introducing all the participants 

and then asked the offender to describe what happened. The victim(s) was 

then invited to describe how he or she was affected by the crime. Victim and 

offender supporters were also asked to describe how they had reacted to 

news of the offence and how things had been since. Often supporters were 

able to provide the most detail on how the offender and victim had been since 
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the crime. Facilitators used silence, echoing and non-verbal communication 

to encourage participants to talk directly to each other, rather than the 

facilitators dominating the conference themselves. 

After everyone had had a chance to have their say, facilitators asked all 

participants to discuss how the harm could be repaired. Agreements made in 

the conference - such as monetary compensation, resolve to undertake a 

drug programme, promise to write letters to the victim - were documented on 

an official 'Outcome Agreement' form which was given to all conference 

participants and sent to the sentencing Crown Court Judge and the Crown 

Prosecution Service as well as the defendant's probation officer and defence 

solicitor. Outcome agreements were monitored for compliance by the 

facilitator during the lifetime of the London trials. 

In addition, for 59 burglary conference cases, a report was written by 

JRC research staff observing the conference and forwarded to the above 

parties along with the outcome agreement. This additional report was added 

to the burglary experimental condition from August 1, 2003 to test the impact 

of providing a detailed account of a conference - highlighting remorse or 

forgiveness shown - on judges' sentencing decisions. Table 2.2 provides a 

summary of the number and percentage of cases randomly assigned in the 

burglary and robbery experiment by date. 

Table 2.1.1: Number and Percent of Offenders Randomly Assigned by Date, 
LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment by 31/1212002 by 31/12/2003 by 31/12/2004 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Burglary 57 25% 155 68% 227 100% 
Robbery 13 10% 97 76% 128 100% 
LCCE 70 20% 252 71% 355 100% 

2.1.2 Randomized controlled trial 

The central purpose of the London Crown Court Experiment was to 

investigate whether restorative justice was effective at reducing reoffending 

for adult burglary and robbery offenders. 

Randomized controlled trials (RCTs) are most often used in medical 

research to test the effect of a drug or procedure. RCTs are unique in that 
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participants have an equal probability of receiving the 'treatment' - the 

assigning of people to one group or another is decided by a random number 

table or computer generated sequence (Boruch, Victor & Cecil, 2000)

thereby avoiding selection effects that result where researchers subjectively 

allocate people to groups (Farrington, 1983). The main advantage of an RCT 

is that it eliminates biases that often occur in research and when done 

correctly produces comparable groups (control and experimental) and 

maximises internal validity. When careful consideration is given to sample 

size, the result of random allocation is that the two (or more) groups are 

similar within the limits of statistical fluctuations and any differences in the 

groups after random assignment can be attributed to the treatment given. 

Grossman and Mackenzie (2005) stress that RCTs are blindly 

accepted as a 'gold standard' for evaluations but that caution is needed to 

ensure that RCTs have an adequate sample size to create comparable 

groups, analyse results according to intention to treat and are carefully 

executed to ensure treatment integrity and internal validity. Where RCTs are 

conducted in social contexts, the participants are often not blinded to the 

condition they have been assigned to and contamination effects can occur 

where people in the treatment group interact with participants in the control 

group (Grossman & Mackenzie, 2005). In addition, the ethical issue of 

'denying' treatment to the control group is often cited as a challenging issue in 

RCTs (Weisburd, 2000). Every effort was made in the LCCE RCT design to 

address these issues whilst providing a rigorous test of restorative justice in 

the criminal justice setting. lt is important to emphasize that adult offenders 

pleading guilty to robbery and burglary cases in London Crown Courts were 

randomly assigned. Results may not be generalizable to offenders who have 

not taken legal responsibility for their crime, are young offenders or who have 

committed other offences. 

Dr. Geoff Barnes of the University of Pennsylvania created a separate 

random assignment sequence for the burglary and the robbery experiments. 

A block of 300 cases was used for the burglary and robbery experiments and 

was constrained by a computer generated random number function to split 

cases equally between the experiment and the control group. The experiment 
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concluded before the 300 cases were used in the burglary or robbery 

experiments which accounts for the slightly unequal numbers in each group. 

In order to enable facilitators to randomly assign cases from early 

morning to late evening in the UK, a random assignment telephone 'hotline' 

was created staffed by specially trained students at the University of 

Pennsylvania. The allocation to restorative justice or control was computer 

generated and provided only after case eligibility was confirmed (guilty plea, 

pre-sentence, burglary or robbery, offender and victim consent). Details of 

each case were entered onto a specifically designed programme and the 

result of the random assignment was given directly to the facilitator. Prior to 

that point, staff, project directors and facilitators were blind to the experimental 

or control condition of the case. In order to avoid any implementation errors, 

an email with the allocation result was sent to research managers working 

with the facilitators in London. However, unlike a double-blind medical trial 

where a placebo sugar pill is given instead of the test drug, participants in the 

LCCE as well as facilitators and researcher staff were clearly aware if they 

had participated in a restorative justice conference or not. 

The analyses completed in this dissertation are based on intention to 

treat to avoid any misleading interpretations or bias. Hence those offenders 

who were randomly assigned to a restorative justice conference were 'treated' 

in the analysis as if they had received a restorative justice conference even 

where they had not. This approach maintains the benefits of two similar and 

comparable groups created by the process of random assignment (restorative 

justice and control) and takes into account deviations in running restorative 

justice conferences that would occur in general practice (e.g. a victim pulling 

out at the last minute) and that therefore should be incorporated in an 

estimation of benefits of restorative justice (Hollis & Campbell, 1999). 

The LCCE was particularly challenging as it involved an intervention 

infused with the ongoing criminal justice process. Often a three week window 

was available from the point of the guilty plea to the sentence in which 

facilitators had to review the case and determine eligibility, locate and gain 

consent from offenders and victims, randomly assign the case and complete a 

restorative justice conference (where assigned), often in prison. Admirably, 

only 29 experimental cases deviated from what was 'intended' (pre-sentence 
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and conference with victim) and of these, only 10 experimental offenders (5.6 

percent of experimental group) did not take part in a restorative justice 

conference. 

2.1.3 LCCE case recruitment and random assignment 

Table 2.1 (flow diagram) provides a summary of case recruitment from 

the London Probation Area Court Tracker to random assignment including 

detail on how randomly assigned cases were subsequently dealt with. No 

case randomly assigned to the control/no conference group was given a 

conference but 19 cases randomly assigned to receive conference in the 

burglary experiment and 1 0 cases in the robbery experiment were not dealt 

with as intended (victim and offender conference, pre-sentence). In 16 of 

these cases, victims decided after random assignment that they did not want 

to attend a conference with the offender. Where this occurred, a conference 

was still held with the offender and his or her supporters. The script was 

adapted and offenders were asked how they thought the victim might have 

been affected by their actions. No victim surrogate or representative was 

present and to avoid compromising neutrality, the facilitator did not provide the 

victim's view. 

Nine conferences did not take place at all despite various attempts by 

the facilitator to bring the participants together. Usually there were multiple 

reasons why a conference did not occur- for example, the victim and 

offender both decided not to attend, the offender had been moved to a prison 

in a different part of the country or the participants simply were not 

contactable. One conference was conducted with the offender absent. In this 

case, the prison service felt that the offender would "kick off" (become violent) 

in the conference and decided that for safety reasons the conference could 

not take place. The offender was sentenced to time in custody and it was 

therefore not possible to reconvene the meeting even post-sentence. Three 

other conferences were held post-sentence (2 victim absent and one victim 

present). 

lt is important to note that cases were dealt with from the point of the 

guilty plea, using information from PSR requests and CRIS to determine 

whether the case was eligible for the burglary or robbery experiment. Two 
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offenders (LOB-094 and LOB-155) were randomly assigned in the burglary 

experiment but were later convicted of robbery. Both offences were 

committed in hotels and offenders were charged with burglary on CRIS. For 

research purposes, these cases have been randomly assigned to the burglary 

experiment and will therefore be treated as burglary offences. 

2.2 Overview of Official Data Sources 

Policy makers seek evidence that crime reduction programmes are 

cost effective, feasible to implement and that participating offenders re-offend 

less rather than more (Colledge, Collier & Brand, 1999). Determining how to 

measure prior offending history and re-offending, however, is a matter that 

has been debated for some time. The Home Office Crime Reduction 

Programme states that 'offender programmes must be evaluated for their 

impact on crime as measured by a reduction in reconvictions' (Colledge, 

Collier & Brand, 1999: 1 0). Reconvictions are not the same as reoffending 

however, and not all offenders who go on to commit further offences will be 

caught. Of those who are caught, not all will be convicted at court (Lioyd, Mair 

& Hough, 1994). The British Crime Survey reported 10,850,000 crimes 

against households and individuals (not necessarily reported to the police) in 

2004/2005, of which 1,428,000 were detected and 317,000 led to a conviction 

at magistrates or Crown Court (Home Office, 2005a:10). In addition, arrests 

may occur without sufficient evidence and sufficient evidence may not 

necessarily result in a conviction. 

Conviction and arrest data are plagued by changes in recording 

procedures and policy changes that will generally underestimate the true re

offending picture (Lioyd, Mair & Hough, 1994). In addition, official records are 

not designed with research or researchers in mind which makes them often a 

difficult basis upon which to study reoffending. 

Many criminologists suggest that self-report surveys provide a more 

complete picture of offending history and prevalence. In a two-year 

longitudinal study of male property offenders progressing from imprisonment 

to re-entry in the community, Burnett (2004) found that self-reports included 

offences not present in official records. Whilst offenders may have falsely 
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confessed to additional offences, Burnett suggests that it would have been 

more likely for them to underreport rather than over-report. 

lt is possible that self-reports can inflate or deflate offending behaviour 

depending on a variety of factors including characteristics of the respondent, 

interviewer, questions asked, response, recall period, frequency of offending 

and use of drugs and/or alcohol (Weis, 1986). Farrington, Lambert and West 

(1998: 88) suggest that the most frequent offenders, especially if they have 

low intelligence or abuse alcohol or drugs, are likely to have the greatest 

difficulties in 'providing valid retrospective self-reports of their offending 

careers' and that the worst offenders according to official records also tend to 

be the worst offenders according to self-reports. Difficulties in recalling 

offences committed may result in an inaccurate count or timeline of offending 

behaviour. Weis (1986) hypothesizes that the memory of those offenders 

involved in interpersonal face-to-face confrontations that are coupled with the 

threat of violence and intoxicating agents, may be significantly impaired. Over 

85 percent of LCCE offenders were identified as misusing drugs by the 

probation service. In addition, robbery offences in this study along with six 

burglary cases involved direct physical contact between victim and offender at 

the time of the offence. 

Regardless of the debate, the JRC did not collect self-reported 

offending data and instead focused on official measures to record reoffending, 

individual characteristics, criminal history, drug use and victimization. The 

Metropolitan Police Service's Crime Reporting Information System (CRIS) and 

the Police National Computer (PNC) were used to collect demographic 

information including gender, race and age at random assignment. In 

addition, complete criminal history was recorded from CRIS and PNC, which 

was then used to determine the age of criminal onset and to calculate the 

frequency and seriousness of offending prior to random assignment. 

Complete incarceration history was collected from the National Prison 

Service's Inmate Information System (liS). Identified drug use was derived 

from offenders' Pre-Sentence Reports (PSRs). Recorded victimization was 

recorded from CRIS. Time to failure was used as the reoffending 

measure/dependant variable throughout the dissertation and was calculated 

as the number of days to the first offence resulting in an arrest (CRIS) taking 
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into account the number of days in custody (liS) after random assignment. 

Table 2.2 provides a summary of the variables explored in this dissertation 

along with the corresponding data source. 

CRIS Seriousness of offending 

CRIS Victimization 

CRIS and liS Time to failure (dependant variable) 

CRIS and PNC Demographic details (gender, race and age at RA) 

CRIS and PNC Frequency of offending (5 years pre-RA) 

liS Time in custody 

PNC Age of criminal onset 

Probation Reports Drug use 

The Offenders Index (01) was not used as a measure of offending in 

this research , despite being the database most commonly used in 

reconviction studies in the UK. Whereas PNC records date of offence and 

date of conviction, the 01 records date of court disposal. This can be 

problematic if attempting to provide a timeline for reoffending as court 

disposals can frequently occur out of synchronization with actual offences, 

resulting in 'pseudo-reconvictions' (Francis & Crosland, 2002). A robbery 

occurring in November 2003, for example, may result in a conviction and be 

recorded on 01 after an April 2004 burglary conviction because of 

adjournments and evidential delays in court. In studying criminal careers, it is 

essential to know the ordering of crimes and hence the dates on which 

offences were committed . In addition, 01 is updated quarterly and coupled 

with delay? to court proceedings can result in convictions being recorded a 

year or more after the offence. Importantly, 01 does not record arrests, police 

cautions or warnings, thereby underestimating how often an offender has 

been dealt with by police for standard list offences (Phillpotts & Lancucki, 

1980; Soothill et al. , 2002) . 
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PNC, CRIS and liS were all used in order to produce a comprehensive 
community and in custody offending history. All offenders had to be convicted 
of at least one burglary or robbery offence in order to make them eligible for 
the LCCE. All available offending history data from each official record source 
was collected. PNC, CRIS and liS records in this study are only as accurate 
as the information inputted on these systems. lt is not uncommon for an 
offender to supply incorrect personal details (whether by accident, 
misunderstanding or deliberately) when asked/questioned by police and/or 
prison staff. In addition, the multiple inputting of entries by prison and police 
staff can cause errors. Many 'aliases' recorded on CRIS and PNC for 
example are the result of typing or transcribing errors (Mihill, 2003). Hence 
when reviewing these systems, much care was needed to ensure that the 
offender on the system was the offender enrolled in the LCCE and that data 
for all recorded aliases was collected as well. 

Security protocols were developed for collecting, handling and storing 
the criminal history data in cooperation with the MPS, HM Prisons and HM 
Probation. Because of daily contact with restricted data, I was security 
cleared by the MPS to the counter terrorist level and received a MPS security 
ID pass. Police, Prison and Probation staff were extremely busy and whilst 
willing to help were not able to complete the large data demands required for 
this project. As a result, I was given access and trained to use PNC and 
CRIS, liS and the London Probation Area Court Tracker. Hence, I was able to 
extract data myself instead of relying on official agencies, and this had many 
advantages such as cross checking and locating missing data. After data 
cleaning, identifiable information was deleted from electronic data that was not 
stored on secured premises. 

The next sections summarise the official measures used to research 
criminal careers and restorative justice. A description of the advantages, 
limitations, method of collection and data cleaning issues relating to each data 
source is provided. 

2.2.1 Police National Computer (PNC) 

The Police National Computer (PNC) is a national database of 
information, available to all Police Forces throughout England, Wales and 
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various other Government departments. lt was originally introduced in 197 4 to 

record details of stolen motor vehicles. Over the years, the amount and quality 

of information has grown and now includes Vehicle Keeper details, Criminal 

Names, Wanted/Missing and Disqualified Drivers (Sinclair, 2006). The 

criminal history file for each offender includes information on convictions, 

cautions, warnings, reprimands and impending prosecutions for all recordable 

offences. In addition, PNC includes arrest and charge information but these 

were ultimately removed if they did not result in a conviction (Sinclair, 2006). 

While the time delay in entering offenders' offence records on PNC varies 

depending on what police recording procedures and priorities exist at the time, 

PNC conviction data is still available earlier than the 01. Under the Codes of 

Practice, the National performance target is to create 90% of Arrest Summons 

entries within 24 hours of arrest (Sinclair, 2006). 

There are several advantages to using PNC when examining criminal 

careers. The criminal names file was not introduced until 1977, but there 

were many offences that were back-recorded from microfiche (used until 

1995) that go back to the 1950s and 1960s. The 'official' belief is that much of 

the microfiche data has been converted onto the current PNC database and 

this is particularly true of people who have had additional convictions 

since1995 (Sinclair, 2006). Cautions and reprimands have been recorded 

nationally on PNC from 1995. 

PNC groups an offender's entire conviction history in one record. 

Fingerprint matches ensure that offences committed under alias names are 

brought into the primary PNC record. Whilst PNC is focused on recordable 

offences resulting in cautions, reprimands, warnings or convictions for 

offenders in England and Wales, convictions processed in Scotland, Northern 

Ireland or other countries can also be included. PNC also records charge and 

offence date which is particularly important when looking at timelines for 

offending- although this data is often missing before 1995. 

PNC records for offenders can be printed or viewed on police systems. 

Since 2005, the Home Office also has had HOPNC which is an extract of PNC 

designed for research and statistical purposes being developed as part of the 

National Statistics Work Programme (Office for National Statistics, 2005). As 
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with other extracts of police data, there are limitations of HOPNC such as no 

data on eo-defendants. 

2.2.1a Limitations of PNC data 

Unlike HOPNC, the PNC database is not formatted for data 

manipulation or guided searches. lt is not possible for example to cut and 

paste data from one system to another or extract required fields. Francis, 

crosland and Harman (2002: 2) cite other limitations of using PNC for 

research purposes including: offence and disposal codes that differ from 

Home Office codes, poor quality disposal data and the 'weeding' of criminal 

histories. Where an offender dies or has 'not been convicted for recordable 

offences for a period of ten years from the date of their last conviction', the 

record will, in most cases, be taken off PNC (MPS, 2003:1 ). Factors that will 

prevent a record being weeded include: suspects who have had more than 

six months imprisonment, a conviction for indecency, sexual offences or 

violence or for class A drug possession or supply, or three or more convictions 

for a recordable offence (MPS, 2003). 

The Association of Chief Police Officers for England, Wales and 

Northern Ireland and the Home Office passed a ruling in April 2006 that 

prevents any weeding of records but will limit what information is available to 

non-police institutions (Sinclair, 2006). With these revised weeding guidelines 

in place, lengthy desistance in the LCCE sample will not result in weeding of 

records. lt is possible however that if any of our project offenders had 

desisted from crime for more than ten years prior to entering the project their 

prior records may have been weeded (Sinclair, 2006). There is no formal way 

that PNC is updated in relation to deaths, but unconfirmed (for example, if an 

officer is made aware and updates PNC) and confirmed deaths (official 

registrar of deaths received) will appear as markers on PNC. Dead offenders 

may have been previously deleted after ten years, but, with the current 

retention guidelines put in place, all 'dead' records will be kept indefinitely 

(Sinclair, 2006). 

As cautions, reprimands and warnings are often issued early in an 

offending career or for minor offences, convictions form the bulk of records on 

PNC for persistent or serious offenders. When looking at repeat offending, 
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conviction data will only reflect those cases that have been processed through 

the courts. Arrests and charges that do not result in conviction will not be 

recorded and reoffending may be underestimated. A Home Office survey of 

police arrests and their outcomes found that of those arrested in 1 0 stations in 

Great Britain, only 40 percent were ultimately convicted (Phillips & Brown, 

1998). In addition, in some cases, convicted offences may have been altered 

from the original offence in light of available evidence and a defendant's 

willingness to plead guilty to a lesser charge (Phillips & Brown, 1998. Where 

a conviction has occurred, there is the added problem of the time it takes for 

recent convictions to show up on an offender's report. In the LCCE, some 

known convictions took well over a year to appear on PNC. In addition, PNC, 

as with many criminal records databases, has errors on the system. Most 

notable are obvious cuts and pastes of data. For example, if an offender has 

been convicted of several burglaries at one court hearing, PNC might have 

the same offence and date details listed for each offence. If the arrest 

information is reviewed however, it may indicate that these offences were 

committed on different days and at different locations. 

2.2.1 b Method of data collection 

By default-, offenders enrolled in the LCCE had pleaded guilty to a 

burglary or robbery offence at the Crown Court and were thereby alive and 

convicted of at least one offence at the time of intake. PNC data was 

available for all project offenders. Research staff decided to collect the 'Police 

Print' of each offender's PNC report. Police Prints have additional information 

such as aliases used, addresses and known associates as well as arrest, 

charge and remand history which is not available on Disclosure Prints (for 

authorised disclosure to non-police vetting enquiries), CPS Prints or 

Court/Disclosure Prints. Alias and address information was very helpful when 

confirming that the correct PNC record had been collected for each LCCE 

offender. 

As HOPNC was not available to the JRC in 2002 when the trials 

commenced, all listed convictions, cautions, reprimands, warnings, breach 

offences and taken into consideration (TICs) were entered manually on a 

Microsoft Access database. Breach offences refer to non-compliance with 
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probation orders and result in orders being revised or revoked or other 

penalties prescribed. TICs are offences for which the offender has taken 

responsibility and are joined together with a primary offence for sentence. 

TICs are generally offered to an offender when the police suspect that the 

offender is involved but have not completed their investigation. By accepting 

a TIC, police reduce the time required to investigate a case and prove 

culpability, and offenders, by cooperating with the police, reduce the risk of 

additional penalties that would occur if each case was processed 

independently with full evidence. However, it is possible that a TIC offence 

has not really been committed by the offender. 

Offence, arrest and charge dates were recorded where available, but 

many dates were not listed on PNC for offences committed before 1995. 

However, final case disposal dates (conviction, caution, reprimand and 

warning) were available for all offences on PNC. Plea and sentence 

information was also recorded for every offence. The LCCE had a total of 

11 ,904 PNC offences including breaches and TICs prior to random 

assignment. For the purpose of this dissertation, PNC records are used to 

create a picture of the criminal careers of participating offenders prior to 

random assignment. Table 2.2.1 b summarises information collected. 
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Prison Days, Months 
and Years 
Community Days, 
Months and Years 
Currency 

Descri ion 
Date of offence. Where the exact date is not known, 
PNC will show a date range. Only the first date 

mmitted from was recorded. 

Specifically related to motoring offences in which 
offender has been disqualified from driving for defined 

eriod of time 

Offence resulted in a police disposal. Offender has 
not one to court 

If custodial sentence is given, breakdown of days, 
months and rs sentenced 
If community sentence is given, breakdown of days, 
months and rs sentenced 
Where more than one sentence is given, defines 
whether the sentence is to be served one after 
another (consecutive) or to be served simultaneous 

current . 

2.2.1c Data cleaning issues 

As with any data source, it is necessary to 'clean' or double check data 

to make sure it has been entered correctly and accurately represents the 

original data source. PNC was not without its challenges. lt takes time to be 

familiar with the text output and often data fields are missing or have changed 

over time. Notably early breaches were described as 'resulting from the 

original offence' and later classified as breaches. Much care was needed to 
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make sure additional offences were not 'counted' when in fact a breach of an 

order had occurred. Occasionally offences had missing information on 

sentence duration and currency. For example, PNC might list the sentence of 

imprisonment but not list its length. In other cases where multiple offences 

resulted in two months imprisonment, PNC might not denote whether these 

sentences were concurrent or consecutive, thereby dramatically changing the 

amount of time served. There were other occasional anomalies such as 

conviction dates before charge dates. In these cases, an effort was made to 

check with other data sources including arrest and custody databases or to 

contact the sentencing court directly to determine which date on PNC was 

erroneous. On two occasions, the offence on which the case was randomly 

assigned was not on PNC despite confirming with the court that a conviction 

did occur. Lastly, PNC police prints sometimes do not list the detail of the 

offence that allows for anything other than a broad offence group assignment; 

this is particularly true of offences pre-1995. Probably the most problematic 

were thefts and burglaries. For example, 'theft' may be listed on PNC but in 

cases where a description is provided it is clear that some thefts are thefts 

from persons whilst others are shoplifting or other thefts. Where no 

description was provided, it was only possible to class these as thefts rather 

than theft from a person (street crime). Early burglaries were often not 

distinguished between dwelling and non-dwelling. 

2.2.2 Crime Reporting Information System 

The Crime Reporting Information System (CRIS) is a live system that 

allows officers to record information following a reported incident and monitors 

the subsequent investigation of cases. As it is principally an interface for 

operational policing, the information entered has to be timely, reliable and 

accessible. The London Metropolitan Police Service replaced their paper 

based crime reporting system in 1994 with an electronic database to cover the 

entire Metropolitan Police area (Adderley & Musgrove, 2001 ). The CRIS was 

piloted in March 1992 in one borough and was rolled out to the whole of the 

MPS by 1996 (Marmion, 2006). Over 25,000 police and civil staff input data in 

the system. 
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CRIS records details of the offence, offender and victim. Offence, 

arrest and disposal dates are provided as well as particulars of the 

investigation and evidence gathered, interviews with suspects, accused, 

victims, witnesses and informants and contact information. CRIS as a 

database revolves around the crime number allocated to the case (CrNo) 

rather than individuals involved in the case. lt is possible to complete 

searches on individuals but because there is not one unique number that ties 

all offences relating to a person together, identifiers such as birthdates, 

addresses and personal characteristics need to be used to confirm that a 

correct match has been made between the individual and each offence. 

CRIS gives a picture of the investigation of a case from the moment 

that it is reported until when it is finally dealt with by the police. Hence CRIS 

will record that a case is closed when there is no further evidence to proceed 

or the accused in the case was charged but does not generally record the final 

outcome of a case through the courts. CRIS makes the distinction between 

suspect and accused as well as victim, informant and witness. The accused 

status is generally assigned when there is enough evidence to charge a 

person with the offence. Police officers entering victimization status on CRIS 

often assign the 'victim' status to the primary loser (e.g. the business in a 

robbery offence) and assign the informant and/or witness status to the person 

who observed, reported or was involved in the incident (e.g. the person who 

actually had the gun against his head). CRIS also captures recordable (those 

cases that must be recorded on PNC) and non- recordable offences. Home 

Office counting rules are in effect such that only one offence per victim per 

event can be counted on CRIS. Hence, if there is a linked offence such as 

going equipped to steal and burglary (which has the higher penalty) then only 

the burglary would 'count'. 

The major advantage to using CRIS is that, as a live system, there is 

very little time lost between an offence occurring and information appearing on 

CRIS. Consequently, when reviewing re-offending for a short follow-up 

period, CRIS provides a means of examining the immediate effects of an 

intervention for offenders committing offences in the London Home Counties 

(the jurisdiction of the London Metropolitan Police Service). How often 

offenders come to police notice and how their case is dealt with (no further 
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action, charge, caution etc ... ) is valuable information when assessing 

reoffending at the earliest possible point in time after conviction. 

Because cases are not 'lost' through the processing of cases through 

the courts, CRIS data may provide a picture of offending more in line with self

report data. In addition to reviewing the evidential aspects of a case, police 

and prosecution make decisions on whether to proceed with a case based on 

resources and public interest. Where an offender has committed multiple 

burglaries for example, the prosecution service may decide that proceeding 

with some of the cases will not result in additional penalties/imprisonment and 

therefore the investment of further resources to prepare these cases is not 

warranted. Rather than being charged with an offence, the offender may be 

offered a TIC or the case may be completed as 'no further action'. Many 

victims and witnesses withdraw or are no longer willing to substantiate their 

allegation for one reason or another. Without this evidence, many cases 

cannot be proceeded with and result in no further action. Such events would 

not be recorded on PNC. 

2.2.2a Limitations of CRIS Data 

CRIS is designed primarily as a tool for reviewing the investigation of a 

given case and not for summarising the offending history. Whereas on PNC it 

is possible to obtain a list of offences for a given individual, CRIS does not 

aggregate the individual offending history; rather, the individual offending 

information is available separately by accessing each individual offence. This 

presents particular challenges when working with offenders with multiple 

aliases in the LCCE, some of which had over 40 alias names and dates of 

birth. lt was a requirement to have at least three points of confirmation (e.g. 

Date of birth, address and PNC number) that the named individ.ual was a 

project offender (see next section on data collection). Offences without these 

three points were not attributed to project offenders and it is possible that the 

CRIS data underestimates actual offending. 

The MPS is one of 43 police forces in England and Wales, each with 

their own unique data systems and way of documenting information and 

covering their own specific geographical region. CRIS only records offences 

committed within the MPS jurisdiction; therefore, offences committed in a 
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neighbouring police force will not be recorded. As of July 2006, CRIS holds 

details for over 12 million crimes (Marmion, 2006) and as with PNC and other 

criminal justice databases of this scale, there is missing data, variations in 

fields available over time or variations in quality that occurs with so many 

different users. There are over 25,000 officers and MPS staff who enter 

information onto the CRIS system, each with a different level of data entry skill 

and their own interpretation of recording procedures and priorities. There 

have been changes to CRIS over time intended to assist with standardisation 

of data entry. In 2004, for example, a CRIS refresh project took place which 

installed drop down boxes to several key fields including case disposal which 

meant that the user would be required to choose one of a limited number of 

options rather than create free text responses (Brown, 2006). CRIS was not 

designed with research or researchers in mind beyond what is required to 

analyse aggregate crime figures in London boroughs. Hence, collecting data 

is challenging ... but not impossible for the persistent, dedicated and foolish. 

The Audit Commission reported that the Metropolitan Police Authority 

had achieved a 'Good' rating for data recording but listed the MPS as only fair 

on management which included processing and accountability of crime 

recording, resourcing and auditing (Audit Commission, 2006). When 

reviewing the quality of incident records by category of crime, the Audit 

Commission provided the MPS with a 'Good' rating for burglary but only a 

'Fair' rating for violent crime. 

CRIS, as a tool primarily used for monitoring the investigation of a 

case, records people merely suspected of committing the alleged offence as 

well as those who are later accused. With intelligence information, prior 

offenders' modus operandi may falsely be attributed to a given case and they 

could bec.ome the 'usual suspects'. A suspect on CRIS may never have any 

contact with the police if evidence comes to light that discounts their 

involvement early on in the investigation. When researching this data, it is 

therefore necessary to take into account not only how the case was dealt with 

but also how the suspect in the case was dealt with (e.g. arrested or never 

spoken to). 

With regards to victimization on CRIS, it should be emphasized that 

this data only reflects recorded victimization. Research suggests that 
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offenders may be less likely than non-offenders to report incidents of 

victimization to the police for fear that they will not be taken seriously or that 

theY will draw attention to their own illegal activities (Sparks, 1982). 

consequently, CRIS recorded victimization is likely to under-represent the 

actual victimization history of project offenders. 

2.2.2b Method of data collection 

CRIS can be reviewed only on the MPS intranet or by printing off 

individual crime reports . Offenders in the LCCE were listed in over 1 0,000 

incidents prior to random assignment, so the latter option would require 

several trees worth of paper. Early attempts to capture CRIS data involved 

typing a participating offender's details into the system, making a note of 

every crime reference number associated with the individual and then 

manually extracting the required fields by reviewing each individual crime. As 

CRISis a live system on a busy police network, there were often substantial 

delays when examining information on one screen to the next and when 

recording the required fields onto a separate spreadsheet. There was 

concern that collecting the arrest data manually would essentially require too 

much time. Consequently, an alternative way of accessing CRIS data was 

explored. The following is quite descriptive as I am not aware of any 

academic research that has used data from this new MPS CRIS application. 

Following the September 11th 2001 terrorist attacks in the United 

States, the MPS commissioned two IT specialists in an intelligence gathering 

assignment using CRIS. As noted above, CRIS does not provide an easy 

platform for data extraction and these investigations required too much time. 

Sergeant Martin Virgo and Detective Constable Steve Marmion wrote a fully 

audited and secured application framework which enabled searches to be 

completed on specific fields including name, address, telephone number or 

PNC identifier (Virgo, 2006). This electronic application, or eApps as it was 

termed, down loads newly recorded data from CRIS daily but is not part of the 

live CRIS system. 

The search framework that Virgo and Marmion devised enables users 

to do quick searches on individuals with enough details such as date of birth, 

gender, address, date crime reported, status (suspect, accused, victim, 
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informant or witness) and PNC number (where available on CRIS) on screen 

to allow the reader to determine if the correct person has been identified and 

then provides hyperlinks to the specific crime report. eApps provided a much 

taster means of collecting the list of crime reference numbers associated with 

participating offenders. Once complete, Virgo assisted me by electronically 

extracting the required fields for each number and providing this data in an 

Access database. 

Identifying the list of crime reference numbers for the LCCE used the 

following procedure. A name search was conducted for each participating 

offender. By typing in Santa Claus for example, a complete listing of events 

on CRIS in which Santa Claus had been an accused, a suspect or a victim 

appeared on the screen. With some names, only a few 'hits' were returned 

but with common names, eApps could generate thousands of crime reports 

(the record was over 9,000 hits). The next task involved reviewing each 

record to look for at least three points of confirmation that Santa Claus was 

THE Santa Claus who had participated in the project. This could include 

name, date of birth, individual crime reference number, address and offence 

(where it was cross referenced with the PNC data collected). In addition, any 

alias names and/or dates of birth listed on PNC were also reviewed, and 

brought up a suostantial additional list of offences. Many offenders had fifteen 

or more alias names and five or more alias dates of birth. lt was necessary to 

check for example, 15 (names) x 5 (dates of birth)= 75 combinations for one 

offender on CRIS to ensure that all offences associated with that individual 

were identified. Personal characteristics listed on PNC including hair and eye 

colour, scars and tattoos and height were also relied upon when necessary to 

confirm the correct match was made. This was particula!IY helpful for eo

offenders who continually used each other's details when arrested. 

On some occasions it was necessary to look for other sources of 

confirmation such as the offender's pre-sentence report. As an example, one 

project offender appeared to have a match on name, date of birth, number of 

children and general address area. Reading the CRIS reports suggested that 

something did not quite add up but it was not until a copy of the pre-sentence 

report was reviewed could it be seen that the names arid ages of the children 

Were different as well as the children's father. There is great scope for errors 
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in establishing that identified offenders are really the person of interest; careful 

verification is needed as in this project. 

Once the matching process was complete, it was possible to copy and 

paste the unique nine digit crime reference number into an Excel spreadsheet 

dedicated to each offender. This was done to avoid transcribing errors. 

occasionally it was not possible to determine whether the named person was 

a project offender or not; in such cases, the crime reference number was not 

extracted or included. lt is therefore probable that there were false negatives 

in this dataset but this was preferred to false positives which could 

inaccurately inflate the offending history. A complete list of crime reference 

numbers with their corresponding project case number identifying the project 

offender was sent to Virgo with a request for the required fields to be 

extracted from CRIS. This list is presented in Table 2.2.2b 

In November 2005, Virgo and Marmion added stops and searches to 

the eApps system but these were not collected as previous downloads had 

not had this data available. 

~-Re_corded .·_-•. _·_: 

Data Variable Description 
CrNo Individual Crime Reference Number 
Accused No Accused number. For example Accused 1 of 4 for a 

given offence 
Proceedings Type How the offender in the case was dealt with by the police 
Date Arrest Summons Date offender was arrested or summons. Often not filled 

in 
Date Charged Date offender charged with offence (where applicable) 
HO Classification Home Office offence classification 
Sub Class Home Office offence sub-classification 
Current Status Refers to the end result of the crime: Detected, 

undetected, transferred or no crime 
Allegation code Alleged offence code 
Date Committed From Date the offence was committed from 
Date Committed To Date the offence was committed to 
Total VIWs Total Victims, informants or witnesses in the case 
Total Accused Total accused in the case 
Total Suspects Total suspects in the case 
Total Victims Total victims in the case 
Address Address of offence 
Suspect No Suspect no. For example, suspect number 2 of 3 
Currently eliminated Denotes if the person been eliminated as a suspect 

Elimination History 
(found not be involved or moved to the accused screen). 
Reason that suspect was eliminated 

..Beason 
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The degree of injury from offence. 
from Fatal to no 

2.2.2c Data cleaning issues 

A person alleged to have committed a crime should initially be noted as 

a 'suspect' on CRIS. When there is enough evidence to support the allegation, 

the suspect status should be shown as 'eliminated Yes' and an accused 

screen should be added. lt is possible for a person to become an accused 

directly if there is sufficient evidence to support this. Hence when Santa 

Claus has been arrested and charged with trespassing, it is likely that Mr. 

Claus was first a suspect and then an accused on CRIS. In addition, where 

an alias name had been used (Kiaus, Clause etc ... ), the person may have an 

additional listing of suspect 2 or accused 2. To prevent duplicate 

offences/crime reference numbers, it was necessary to review how each 

status was dealt with on CRIS. For example, where a person had been 

eliminated as a suspect and converted into a charged accused, the suspect 

row was deleted-and the accused row was retained. On rare occasions, 

supplementary crime reference numbers were given to the same case. This 

might occur where two officers had commenced a crime report before 

determining who would be responsible for the case. Where a new crime 

number had been assigned and had then become the primary reference 

number for the case, this number was retained and the earlier number was 

eliminated to prevent duplication. 

lt was initially thought that only those offences resulting in the offender 

being 'accused' would be recorded. However, the classification of suspect 

and accused is not consistently applied on CRIS. Whilst efforts have been 

made in recent years to train police officers and police staff and standardise 

this process, CRIS often displays suspects who should really be accused and 

accused who are really suspects. Therefore, it is possible that a person listed 

as a suspect on CRIS has been arrested, charged and convicted of the 

offence. lt was therefore decided that the individual proceeding code would 
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provide a better means of classifying how the case was dealt with for each 

offender. 

When a case is dealt with by the police it is given a current status code 

and each suspect and accused in the case is given a proceedings code. The 

current status informs the reader if the crime was detected, undetected, 

transferred to another force or jurisdiction or if 'no crime' has officially 

occurred. No crime cases were often domestic incidents that had dissolved by 

the time the police had arrived on the scene. Offences occurring on public 

transportation in London were regularly transferred to the British Transport 

Police leaving only limited details of the offence on CRIS. Case status applies 

to the case itself but this may not relate to the project offender (for example, 

one person was charged but the project offender was eliminated from the 

investigation). In order to determine what the result was for the project 

offender, the individual proceedings code was reviewed. Proceeding codes 

include: Charge, caution, formal warning, reprimand, fixed penalty notice, 

TIC, time expired to work on the case, victim withdrew allegation, sanctioned 

home office clear up, no further action, police/prosecution decide no useful 

purpose would be served by proceeding, and entered in error. This list is not 

exhaustive and has changed over time. The proceedings code was missing 

for over 400 offences involving project offenders. These were manually 

collected by reviewing the specific crime reports and determining how the 

individual was dealt with. Many of the suspects or accused with missing 

proceeding codes had been 'entered in error' on CRIS so this was an 

important exercise to complete. 

Arrest or charge dates were missing for over 17 percent of CRIS 

offences for LCCE offenders. Prior to 1st October 2005, the arrest field was 

only available on the accused screen (Brown, 2006). Officers who did not 

change the status from 'suspect' to 'accused' did not have these fields 

available to complete. Date committed from was available in all but four 

cases (where date committed to was used in default) and this was used as the 

date of the offence. 

A new field was created for the purpose of this research which denoted 

Whetherthe person was arrested (yes/no). Arrests are widely used in 

American criminological research. As a minority of suspects or accused on 
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CRIS had not had any contact with the police (their names had been put into 

the system as part of the investigation but no arrest or interview had been 

made), it was decided that defining whether an arrest had been made 

provided a consistent platform for all offenders in the LCCE. In many cases it 

was possible to determine whether an arrest was made from the proceeding 

code or arrest or charge dates. Charges, cautions, warnings, reprimands, 

summons or final warnings for example are all occasions in which arrests 

occur. lt was necessary to read the crime reports for results such as no 

further action, home office clear-up, not proceeded with and victim withdrew 

allegation to determine what contact the police had with the offender. 

PNC and CRIS offence dates were cross referenced. If a conviction 

appeared on PNC for an offence committed in London after 1995, in theory 

that offence should have a corresponding CRIS record. This appeared to be 

mostly the case, but there were some exceptions. Where such discrepancies 

occurred, a re-review of CRIS was undertaken with the complete list of 

historical aliases. Unfortunately, this did not assist with finding the 'missing' 

offences. lt is likely that such events were recorded on CRIS under a different 

or unknown alias. 

Table 2.2.2c (flow diagram) details the number of crime reference 

numbers initially' extracted from eAPPS/CRIS and the fallout of cases at each 

level of the data cleaning process. In total, LCCE offenders had 10,587 

recorded arrests on London's MPS Crime Report Information System up to 

and including 31st December 2005. 
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Table 2.2.2c CRIS Criminal History Data Collection Flow Diagram 
LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

SUSPECT AND ACCUSED ON CRIS 
_I 18,630 

_ Duplicate Crime Numbers 5,730 1 
J 

CRIME NUMBERS FROM CRIS I 12,900 

Duplicates and Errors 1,413 I 
' 

TOTAL RECORDED INCIDENTS ON CRIS I 
11,487 

, Not resulting in arrest 9oo 1 

' 
ARRESTS I 10,587 

2.2.3 Comparing CRIS and PNC Pre-RA in the LCCE sample 

10,180 offences resulting in 9,391 arrests were recorded on CRIS and 

11,903 offences resulting in conviction, reprimand or warning were recorded 

on PNC for LCCE offenders pre-random assignment. As CRIS covers only 

the London Metropolitan area and holds data from 1996 and PNC is a 

national database with offences recorded from 1950, it was expected that 

there would be discrepancies between the two databases. In theory, an 

offence recorded on PNC and committed in London after 1996 should appear 

on CRIS. A comparison of PNC and CRIS data was explored and proved to 

be quite complex. 8126 CRIS offences resulting in charge, caution, warning, 

reprimand or warning were compared to PNC. PNC does list the magistrates' 

court in which the plea was taken for each recorded offence. Unfortunately, 

this information was not collected and consequently, PNC and CRIS were 

compared for matches on the offence date (committed from) which is present 

in both databases. A query in Access presented 5815 matched offence dates 

for the LCCE sample. Analysis completed for PNC and CRIS pre-random 

assignment, should be recognised as distinct data sources. 
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2.2.4/nmate Information System (/IS) 

Working with London area prisons was an integral part of the LCCE. A 

total of 88 percent of offenders (n=267) enrolled in the LCCE were remanded 

in custody and 57 percent (n=202) were given custodial sentences for the 

project offence. Without the cooperation and support of senior officials and 

prison staff, it would not have been possible to meet with offenders on remand 

to obtain consent or conduct restorative justice conferences in prison when 

required. 

One key ingredient to building a picture of an offending career and 

reoffending involves identifying the number of days an individual is in custody 

versus in the community and at 'risk' of re-offending. Movements in, out and 

between prisons are recorded on the Prison Service's Inmate Information 

System (liS). This database holds historical data for offenders in prison 

establishments in England and Wales from 1992 although as with PNC and 

CRIS, the quality of the information improves after 1995. In addition to prison 

movements, liS records data relating to offending in prison (adjudications), 

court sentence(s) and parole information. There is also personal information 

such as addresses (inmate's and family) as well as identifiers such as PNC 

and national insurance number (although this information is not always 

available). lt is possible to access liS from all prisons with approved access. 

Researchers on the LCCE reviewed liS centrally at Prison Service 

Headquarters or in administrative offices in HM Prison Holloway and HM 

Prison Wandsworth. 

As discussed, PNC does provide sentence information from which an 

estimate of time in custody could be calculated. However, the sentence 

currency (concurrent or consecutive) was missing in a significant number of 

cases and this could dramatically affect any estimates of time in custody. liS 

is a national database and by reviewing an inmate's movements, it was hoped 

that this would provide a more accurate measure of the number of days in 

custody/community for each participant. 
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2.2.3a Limitations of liS data 

A new prison number is allocated each time a person begins a different 

period of time in custody. If a person has served a three year sentence at 

HMP Pentonville, is released but reoffends a week later, he will be issued with 

a new prison number even if he is returned to the same establishment. There 

is currently no unique identifier and no facility on liS for linking inmates' 

records although it is hoped that this will be developed in the future (Benn, 

2003). Therefore, it is necessary to review each offender's list of prison 

numbers in order to get a complete history of prison movements and time in 

custody. As with PNC, CRIS and other criminal history databases, liS is 

fundamentally an operational database designed to enable prison staff to 

keep track of inmates. Consequently, the liS has limited search facilities and 

is not designed for easy interrogation of data for research purposes. In 

addition, liS only records movements into and out of prison establishments in 

England and Wales. Any time spent in custody outside of this area would not 

be found on liS. 

2.2.3b Method of data collection 

The Ham~ Office does have liS reception data from 1992 and 

discharge information from 1995. However, the quality of this data is limited 

by fields that have been completed in liS. In addition, Home Office data 

reflects final discharges and does not for the most part consider interim 

movement~ that could result in substantial periods of time in the community. 

For example, if a person was conditionally released for six months, 

reoffended, returned to prison and was then released at the conclusion of his 

sentence, Home Office data would only reflect the concluding discharge date. 

This was also the case for extended home leave. Home Office data was 

originally acquired for project offenders, but after extensive review, it was 

clear that the dataset was problematic for the specific needs of this research 

where it is desirable to know when the offender was in the community and 

therefore at risk of offending. 

Research staff searched liS for a complete list of prison numbers and 

related movements for each project offender. Every alias name and date of 
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birth listed on PNC was also checked and produced substantially more 

results. it should be noted that PNC does list prison numbers under a 

'historical custody and remand' section but this list is not exhaustive and 

reception or discharge date were often missing. As with CRIS, much care 

was needed to confirm that the inmate's details did belong to the project 

offender under review; addresses, PNC number, next of kin and personal 

characteristics such as height, hair colour etc ... were all checked where 

available. In addition, prison reception dates were cross referenced with 

arrest dates on CRIS and sentence dates on PNC. 

liS records ALL inmate movements including escorted and unescorted 

visits to court or doctor/dentist or release schemes. If an offender has been 

awarded a six months work release scheme, then liS would reflect a 

discharge every morning and a return every evening for six months. Whilst it 

was possible for the offender to abscond during these unescorted events, it 

was decided that capturing every movement would require too much time and 

possibly drain the life from this researcher. Consequently, the following 

movement types were recorded onto an Access database: 

o Productions/discharges to court where the offender was not returned to 

prison or police custody at the end of the day. Often an offender is 

discharged to court and then does not 'return'. On such occasions, the 

offender's bail request may have been approved by the court but this is not 

reflected on liS. There may be days or months between a discharge to 

court and a return. These gaps in custody were important to capture. 

o Conditional releases/unconditional release. Days, months or even years 

can elapse between the release and re-entry. 

o Bailed. Any time offender is bailed and released from custody. 

o Non parole release date (actual) or last date of release. 

o 'Other' discharges. 

o Movements in which the offender absconded or escaped. 

o Auto release/sentence complete. 

This data collection strategy captured time in custody and substantive days in 

the community. Very few criminal career researchers have accurately 
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measured time in custody, which undoubtedly is because it is extremely time 

consuming to collect. 

2.2.3c Data cleaning issues 

Dates in custody/community were cross referenced with offence dates 

on PNC and CRIS. There were about 9 occasions (.078 percent) where 

offences were committed whilst the project offender was in custody according 

to the inmate information system. Only occasionally was this caused by 

missed movements, where a period of time in the community had not been 

properly documented. For the most part, these anomalies fell into four 

categories: 

0 Taken into consideration (TIC). The offender had accepted a TIC for an 

offence which appeared to have been committed whilst he was in custody. 

o Date errors on CRIS or PNC. By reading the offence details it was 

possible to see that the offence date had been entered incorrectly. 

o Missing release date(s) on liS. In a few cases, reference was made to the 

offence being committed whilst the offender was on a production order or 

conditional release. A review of liS did not show these movements. 

Unfortunately, there was no way to find this information where it was 

missing. 

o Offence committed whilst in custody. Serious offences were recorded on 

CRIS and if convicted on PNC. 

Where researchers were confident that the liS, CRIS and/or PNC records had 

been correctly transcribed from their original data source, the few irregular 

cases in which offenders were apparently in the community offending and in 

prison at the same time were accepted as a product of working with the 

various criminal history databases. 

2.2.4 PNC, CRIS and /IS: Deaths, deportations and errors 

lt is acknowledged by this researcher that despite every effort to ensure 

that PNC, CRIS and liS data for the LCCE sample is accurate, there are likely 

to be additional undiscovered errors in input or anomalies on the various 

criminal justice databases. These errors however are not subjective, should 
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not unduly influence the overall results and should apply equally to the 

experimental or control condition, burglary or robbery offenders. 

The criminal history databases interrogated for this research did make 

reference to deaths and deportations but these may not be exhaustive. Two 

project offenders died post random assignment. One was murdered by his 

brother and the second cause of death is yet unconfirmed. Five offenders 

were deported. Deportation dates were confirmed with the Home Office 

Immigration and Nationality Department. For the purpose of reoffending 

analysis, only offences committed between the date of random assignment 

and the deportation date were included (there was no means to collect 

reoffending data from other countries) . 

2.2.5 Identified Drug Use: Pre-sentence reports and OASys 

Most cases enrolled in the LCCE, were identified on the London 

Probation Area Court Tracker following a Crown Court judge's request for a 

pre-sentence report (PSR). Consequently, most LCCE offenders met with an 

experienced probation officer for an assessment and report prior to 

sentencing. Reports followed a template addressing factors leading up to and 

contributing to the offence (e.g. money for drugs), offender assessment (e.g. 

addictions, numeracy employment), risk of harm to the public, and sentence 

recommendations. Reports were constructed following an interview with 

offenders in the community or in custody as applicable and often lasted 

between one and two hours. . 

A protocol was agreed allowing me to access offenders' probation 

reports and assessments in 2004. A total of 321 PSRs and/or OASys were 

located for LCCE offenders. In 285 cases (80 percent), the report or 

assessment was for the experimental offence. For the remaining 70 cases 

(355 randomized cases- 285), the probation officer was not able to complete 

a report in time for sentence, and the judge did not allow an additional 

adjournment and sentenced accordingly. In such cases, and where available, 

a prior PSR and/or OASys was collected. 

For the purpose of this dissertation, probation reports and assessments 

were reviewed for identified drug use. As drug misuse is a frequently cited 

factor associated with offending behaviour, PSRs and OASys often specify 
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whether an offender is using drugs and what drugs are being used if 

applicable (Foy, 2004). 

2.2.6a Limitations of Pre-sentence reports 

Pre-sentence reports were written after interviews with offenders 

awaiting sentence. The content of reports is reflective of what offenders were 

willing to disclose to probation officers and/or to the sentencing judge. In 

addition, where multiple drug use was discussed, some probation officers 

reported only the most serious drug(s) used in the report. This was 

discovered when I reviewed a sample of offender assessments (OASys) and 

found instances where heroin or crack usage was reported in the PSR but 

cannabis usage was not. This is one reason why crack and heroin use is 

focused on in this dissertation. 

2.2.5b Method of data collection 

PSRs and OASys were collected from the London Area Probation 

Tracker. The tracker, as its name suggests, keeps track of documents on a 

probation service computer network. Reports were located by completing a 

search on offenders' surname, first name, date of birth and date of court 

appearance and-court. Where multiple reports were present on the network, 

the court report produced for the project offence was collected; where this was 

not available, the report written closest to the sentence date for the project 

offence was extracted. Probation reports were printed, reviewed, coded 

electronically for identified drug use Yes (1) or No (0), and then stored in the 

offenders' case file. In addition, the drug(s) used were also recorded (e.g. 

cannabis, cocaine, crack). 

2.3 Analytical Methods 

This dissertation uses PNC and CRIS data to examine different 

aspects of criminal careers pre-random assignment and, CRIS arrest data to 

understand reoffending post-random assignment. CRIS as compared to PNC 

is particularly sensitive to reoffending as it a live criminal investigation system 

and is not subject to delays resulting from a case proceeding through the 

courts or waiting to be entered into PNC records. lt is a recognised limitation 
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however that CRIS only includes arrests that were committed in the London 

MPS area. Arrests in neighbouring boroughs or elsewhere in England and 

Wales are not reflected in this dataset. 

Reoffending is defined as the first post-RA offence resulting in an arrest 

in the community. The particular focus in this work will be on the time it takes 

tor this arrest to occur taking into account days in custody. This measure is 

often referred to in the literature as time to failure or survival analysis. 

survival analysis provides information on the duration it takes for offenders to 

reoffend/fail. Consequently, survival analysis measures if a person has 

stopped offending and also if he or she has desisted from crime for longer 

periods of time, thereby contributing to a decrease in the mean rate of 

reoffending (Ezell, 2007a). 

Analysis on the prevalence and incidence of offending post random 

assignment will be completed by project eo-directors Professor Lawrence 

Sherman and Dr. Heather Strang. I was given the scope to look specifically at 

the time it took for offenders to reoffend after random assignment. Descriptive 

and survival analysis used in this dissertation was an entirely separate 

exercise from any other analyses conducted on the project data and was 

designed and carried out completely by myself. 

The next few sections describe how survival analysis was used to 

investigate restorative justice and criminal careers including statistical 

measures and how time to failure was calculated from CRIS and liS data 
sources. 

2.3.2 Survival analysis 

Survival or time to event/failure analysis has a history of application in 

the insurance industry where methods of costing premiums were explored 

based on the associated risks that contributed to average survival (to death) 

times for clients (Mach in, Cheung and Parmar, 2006). Characteristics such as 

age, gender and health for large samples are compared to associated survival 

times and ultimately used to calculate premiums for individuals with similar 

'risk factors' (Machin, Cheung and Parmer, 2006). Other applications include 

epidemiology where scientists are interested in knowing how long a person 
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survives exposure to a particular disease or factors that may influence 

recovery from a medical procedure. 

The key aspect that differentiates survival analysis from other analytical 

methods is the ability to take into consideration censored cases -those cases 

for which the event (e.g. death) has not yet occurred during an observation 
period. If a researcher is studying the impact of a new medicine on an 

aggressive form of cancer, comparing the time to death for treatment and 

control group would be valuable but equally important would be examining 
characteristics of those people who were still alive at the end of the 

observation period. Survival analysis measures if the event occurs and also 

the time to the event - whether death, recovery or reoffending. The rate of 
survival over a particular interval is often used to compute the hazard rate - or 

the 'number of failures per time units in the respective interval, divided by the 

average number of surviving cases at the mid-point of the interval' (Statsoft, 

2003). Survival analysis assumes that cases that are censored are not 

systematically different than cases whose 'fate' is known (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2001 ). 

In criminal justice terms, survival analysis provides a means for 

studying desistance from crime. Farrington (2007: 125) suggests that the term 

desistance is usea as both an empirical variable referring to the observed 

termination of offending, and a theoretical construct referring to a decrease in 

the frequency, seriousness and variety of offending. Kazemian (2007: 1 0) 

emphasises the importance of viewing desistance as a process rather than a 

discrete state as 'intermittent patterns of offending in criminal careers may 

lead to the false interpretation that offenders have ceased offending'. 

Moreover, the complete cessation of offending is unlikely to occur suddenly 

and Kazemian (2007) suggests that static definitions of desistance may 

undervalue the progress exhibited by some individuals (and especially highly 

active offenders) who are at various stages of the desistance process. 

Maruna (200 1 : 17) describes desistance as an 'unusual dependent variable for 

criminologists because it is not an event that happens, rather it is the 

sustained absence of a certain type of event (in this case crime).' In this 

dissertation, the term desistance is used to indicate a process of deceleration 
rather than complete termination of offending. 
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Increasing the duration between criminal events is suggestive of the 

desistance process even where the offender has not completely refrained 

from committing crime (Ezell, 2007a). Desistance as a process of changing 

behaviour highlights the importance of looking at factors that may positively or 

negatively influence the desistance process (Ezell, 2007a). The speed it 

takes for offenders to reoffend is important for criminal justice policy. To 

illustrate this, take an example in which two groups of offenders were 

observed for 365 days. All offenders were in the community and had an equal 

opportunity to reoffend. Group 1 (n=1 00) reoffended on the first day of the 

period (time =1 day) and Group 2 (n=1 00) offenders reoffended on the last 

day of the review period (time = 365 days). These two groups have different 

observed rates of reoffending. The daily rate of crime for Group 1 is 1 offence 

x 100 offenders divided by 1 day or 100 offences per day. Group 2's daily rate 

is 1 offence x 100 offenders divided by 365 days or .27 offences per day. This 

example has been adapted from the U.S. Sentencing Commission's (2004) 

report on measuring recidivism. If Group 1 and Group 2 have different 

identifiable characteristics then it might be possible for criminal justice policy 

to generate a different criminal justice response to these two groups. 

Survival analysis has precedence in restorative justice research. 

McGarrell and Kroovand Hippie (2007) used survival analysis to compare 

prevalence patterns of reoffending among first time juvenile offenders 

randomly assigned to a family group conference or one of a number of court

ordered diversion programmes in Indiana, lndianapolis. Specifically, the 

authors employed life tables, which describe the failure rate of each sample 

over the follow-up period, and Cox proportion hazard regression, which looks 

at factors which may contribute to failure time, in their analysis. Results 

indicated that assignment to family group conferences resulted in significantly 

longer time to failure over a 24 month follow up period. 

Hayes and Daly (2004) explored offender characteristics such as 

gender and age of onset, and conference measures such as fairness and 

satisfaction in a group of 200 young offenders who took part in restorative 

justice conferences in Queensland, Australia from April 1997 to May 1999. As 

the follow-up period ranged from 3 to 5 years, the authors decided to employ 

survival analysis to accommodate the unequal time/opportunity offenders had 
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randomly assigned to a family group conference or one of a number of court

ordered diversion programmes in Indiana, lndianapolis. Specifically, the 

authors employed life tables, which describe the failure rate of each sample 

over the follow-up period, and Cox proportion hazard regression, which looks 

at factors which may contribute to failure time, in their analysis. Results 

indicated that assignment to family group conferences resulted in significantly 

longer time to failure over a 24 month follow up period. 

Hayes and Daly (2004) explored offender characteristics such as 

gender and age of onset, and conference measures such as fairness and 

satisfaction in a group of 200 young offenders who took part in restorative 

justice conferences in Queensland, Australia from April 1997 to May 1999. As 

the follow-up period ranged from 3 to 5 years, the authors decided to employ 

survival analysis to accommodate the unequal time/opportunity offenders had 
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to reoffend. Kaplan Meier survival functions and Mantel Cox/log rank tests 

were used to compare offenders by their characteristics (e.g. gender) and Cox 

proportional hazard regression was used to relate the relative risk of 

reoffending to explanatory variables, controlling for other variables in the 

model. Results from survival analysis indicated that offender characteristics 

had an impact on the probabilities of reoffending but conference measures did 

not. 

Hayes (2005) also used survival analysis to re-analyse data from the 

Bethlehem Pennsylvania Police Family Group Conferencing Project (McCold 

& Wachtel, 1998) in which 292 young first time offenders were randomly 

assigned to either a police-run restorative justice conference or to the youth 

court for adjudication. Random assignment occurred before agreement to 

participate, and it was therefore challenging for the research when 109 of the 

292 offenders randomly assigned declined to participate. Hayes re-analysis 

focused on the reoffending of offenders who had received rather than were 

assigned to restorative justice or court (declining offenders were treated as 

court offenders) and did not restrict reoffending to a universal 12 month period 

-including instead the entire 18 month period in which the project ran. 

Survival analysis took into consideration the different review periods available 

for each offender . Kaplan Meier product estimator and Mantel-Cox/log rank 

test were used to estimate survival functions and compare groups of offenders 

by received treatment, crime type and offender characteristics (e.g. gender 

and race). Results indicated that violent offenders who took part in a 

conference were less likely to reoffend than violent offenders who went to . 

court. In addition , female offenders who took part in restorative justice 

conferences were less likely to reoffend than males in the same condition. 

Hayes emphasised the importance of examining within intervention effects in 

addition to comparing effects between experimental conditions. 

Survival analysis was used to explore restorative justice and criminal 

careers in the LCCE sample. Survival analysis provided a method to examine 

if project offenders reoffended and the duration to reoffending post random 

assignment. Of particular interest was if offenders who were randomly 

assigned to the restorative justice experimental condition did not offend for 

longer periods of time, thereby contributing to a decrease in the mean rate of 
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offending. In short, did restorative justice conferences help to encourage 

desistance? 

Survival analysis has the advantage of allowing for different 

observation periods. Offenders in the LCCE were randomly assigned from 

July 2002 to December 2004 and reoffending data was collected for all 

offenders post random assignment up to and including December 31 51
, 2005. 

consequently, some offenders in the LCCE had observation or review periods 

of over 28 months whilst offenders randomly assigned at the end of the 

project had only one year of reoffending data. In addition, many offenders 

served time in custody post random assignment. This meant that some 

offenders with longer review periods actually had fewer days at risk of 

offending in the community than offenders randomly assigned near the 

conclusion of the experiment. Survival analysis factors in the total time in 

which offenders could offend as well as the time it took for them to offend 

where applicable. Other types of analysis would require a consistent review 

period for all offenders which would mean excluding portions of the sample. 

Three main analyses are conducted throughout this work- Kaplan 

Meier, Mantel-Cox log rank test and Cox proportional hazard regression 

model using SPSS version 12.0. These analyses focus on the time to first 

offence date (resulting in arrest) after random assignment (a section clarifying 

how reoffending was measured follows). 

2.3.3 Statistical tests 

This section will review the statistical tests that were used in the 

dissertation and provide sample output to assist with later interpretation of 
results. 

2.3.3a Kaplan Meier and the log rank test 

The Kaplan Meier technique is a descriptive method used to estimate 

the survival function or curve from the survival means. lt is important to note 

that the survival mean is not an arithmetic mean but is an estimate based on 

the cumulative survival curve after adjusting for censored data (SPSS, 2000). 

The same is true for the median represented in survival graphs; it does not 

represent the conventional median but the time associated the first case to 
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have a cumulative survival probability less than or equal to 0.5. Kaplan Meier 
is suitable when the time to event is exact (e.g. days, months or years) rather 
than grouped (SPSS, 2000). A graph of the Kaplan Meier estimate can be 
created in SPSS and is a useful tool for visualising data. The survival plot 
starts out at 1.0 when time is 0 days. As the time increases, the probability of 
surviving (not reoffending) decreases until it reaches zero when all offenders 
have reoffended; the actual probability is adjusted each time an 
event/reoffending occurs. Censored cases are seen on the curve as a plus 
sign along the line and are used in the denominator of the calculation of the 
survival probability (SPSS, 2000) . Please see Graph 2.3.3a illustrating the 
survival curve for LCCE offenders. 

Graph 2.3.3a: Example Survival Function for LCCE Offenders (n=355) 
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The Mantel-Cox, also referred to as the log rank, is a nonparametric 
test used to compare two or more survival curves which is particularly useful 
in a randomised controlled trial (Machin, Cheung & Palmer, 2006). The test 
compares the number of events observed to the number of expected events 
at a given point in time (SPSS, 2000). To make formal comparisons regarding 
two survival curves, the survival times are ranked. Where a censored (has 
not reoffended) and non-censored (has reoffended) case appears at the same 
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point in time, a higher rank is given to the censored case (Machin, Cheung & 

palmer, 2006). The log rank cannot be used to explore the impact of several 

variables at once. The log rank calculation is similar to calculating the 

expected (E) and observed values (0) in a 2x2 table and summing the results 

tor the two groups (A and B): 

X,2 = (OA-EA)2 + (Os-Esf 

(Machin et al., 2006:58) 

Graph 2.3.3ai provides an example of survival curves for time to failure 

in the robbery and burglary experiment which would be appropriate for such a 

comparison. The log rank test result for comparing the time to failure in the 

burglary and robbery experiment is 3.12, df(1 ), p=.0772, where df refers to the 

degrees of freedom (2 comparison groups - 1) and p is the p-value or 

significance. In this example, the burglary experiment had a lower mean time 

to failure of (378) days than the robbery experiment (506 days). Hence 

offenders in the burglary experiment reoffended faster (overall) than offenders 

in the robbery experiment (overall). For each variable under review in this 

dissertation, a table with the survival means, medians and standard errors is 

presented as a key descriptive feature of the analysis. 

Graph 2.3.3ai: Example Survival Functions for the Burglary and Robbery 
Experiments, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 
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Kaplan Meier log rank test is not appropriate for continuous variables 

such as age at random assignment in the LCCE. In the burglary experiment 

tor example there were 33 different age groups ranging from 18 to 54 years of 

age. If age was analysed using Kaplan Meier Survival analysis, 33 individual 

survival functions would be generated with a small number of offenders in 

each group. Where continuous variables were of interest in this dissertation, 

groups of offenders were created. Three groups were created, for example, 

to explore age at random assignment (Chapter 4): Offenders aged 18-24, 

offenders aged 25-35 and offenders older than 35. Grouping offenders in this 

way meant that only three survival functions were created and compared in 

Kaplan Meier instead of 33. 

2.3.3b Cox proportional hazard regression analysis 

Cox proportional hazard regression provides an estimate of the 

treatment effect on survival or time to failure after adjusting for other 

explanatory variables (Waiters, 2001 ). The regression, as its name suggests, 

estimates the 'hazard' or risk of failure and is particularly useful when testing 

the relative impact of several variables or continuous data. Unlike a standard 

regression, the Cox regression allows for the inclusion of censored data and 

may be considefed a nonparametric method of analysis. Cox regression 

makes no assumptions about the nature or distribution survival times and is 

particularly helpful when other variables may contribute to survival time but 

were not controlled in the trial (Waiters, 2001 ). In addition, Cox regression 

allows for the calculation of interaction effects between variables which is 

important when looking at effects of a randomised controlled trial. The test 

assumes a constant relationship over time between the test variables and the 

outcome variables (time to reoffend). 

Table 2.3.3b provides a sample output from Cox regression conducted 

on SPSS version 12.0. The LCCE refers to the robbery and burglary 

experiment combined (n=355) . 

a Condition*Variable is the interaction term used in the sample 

analysis. Condition is the experimental condition (restorative justice 

conference +court) versus the control condition (court only) and 

Variable 1 is the variable of interest. 

Chapter 2, Methods -75-

I ~ 

I 



o B or beta value is the estimated coefficient or regression coefficient. 
A negative value for categorical data coded as O=No drug use and 
1 = drug use would indicate that as the factor increases, the risk of 
failure decreases. 

o SE is the standard error. 

o Wald tests whether the estimated coefficient (B) is significantly 
different from zero (Fields, 2005). The Wald statistic tests the 
degree of the effect of the independent variable on the hazard rate 
(McGarrell & Hippie, 2005). If the estimated coefficient is large, the 
Wald statistic can be inaccurate (Fields, 2005). 

o df is the degrees of freedom 

o Sig is the significance of the interaction term and is denoted by p. 
In this output, the interaction of experimental condition and 
variable1 is statistically significant in the burglary experiment 
(p<.OOO) and LCCE combined (p<.OOO) but not in the robbery 
experiment (p=.147). 

o Exp(B) is an indicator of the change in odds of failure (Yes/No) that 
results from a unit change in the predictor or independent variable 
(Variable1 ). A value less than 1 would indicate that as the predictor 
variable increases, the odds of failure decreases. Table 2.33b 
reports an Exp (B) greater than 1 which indicates that as Variable 1 
increases, the odds of failure (arrest) occurring increases. If Exp 
(B) is 1.2 would mean for example that an increase in the predictor 
variable would be associated with a .2 or 20% increase in the 
hazard rate. Where Exp (B) is equal to 1.0, the variable does not 
make a difference at predicting the event (Garson, 2007). 

o Cl is the confidence interval. In this dissertation, the Cl was set to 
95% probability. 

From Table 2.3.3b, results from the Cox regression would be written as 
follows for the burglary experiment: HR=1.016, 95% Cl 1.008-1.025, p=.OOO. 
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Table 2.3.3b: Example of Cox Proportional Hazard Regression Output. The interaction of 

variable1 with Experimental Condition on Time to Failure, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment Interaction Term 8 SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp(B) 

Lower Upper 
Burglary Condition*Variable 0.016 0.004 14.313 1 0.000 1.016 1.008 1.025 
'Robbery Condition*Variable 0.049 0.034 2.104 1 0.147 1.050 0.983 1.122 
LCCE Condition*Variable 0.017 0.004 18.994 1 0.000 1.018 1.010 1.026 

SPSS version 12.0 was used to complete the statistical tests used in 
this dissertation. Pelz and Klein (2000) compared SPSS to SAS and BMDP in 
terms of capability, accuracy and user-friendliness. Their conclusion was that 
there was not one superior package and for the 'ordinary' user any of the 
packages would suffice. 

2.3.3c Significance criterion and significance testing 

A significance criterion at the .05 level was used for analytic results. lt 
should be noted however that there is a precedence of using a significance 
criterion of .1 0 in restorative justice research (Hayes & Daly, 2003; McGarrell 
& Hippie, 2005; Sherman et al., 2000) to avoid rejecting interventions that 
might be promising but do not meet the conservative threshold more 
appropriately applied to the theory testing (Sherman et al., 2000). 

This dissertation examines many variables in relation to time to failure 
and restorative justice. Running so many tests runs the risk of false positives. 
For example, it is understood that for every 1 00 significance tests at the 95 
percent level, it is likely that 5 tests will falsely show significant results. Every 
effort is made to conduct separate tests (e.g. Kaplan Meier and Cox 
regression) where significant results do occur to ensure that the results are 
accurate but it is still acknowledged that some false positives may be present. 

2.3.3d Normality 

Much of the criminal career data in the LCCE is not normally 
distributed. Variables in this analysis have been reviewed and have been log 
transformed (LN numexp in SPSS) where necessary to meet the requirements 
of parametric statistics. When these are in turn represented in graph and 
table form, the non-log terms and axis are used as the logs tend to require 
translation; e.g. if an age of 18 is transformed into 1.68. 
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2.3.4 Time to failure 

The outcome event in the LCCE was reoffending. The time to the 

event or failure was calculated as the number of days from the date of random 

assignment to the first recorded 'committed from' date resulting in an arrest on 

CRIS, taking into consideration days in custody. Time to failure was 

calculated as the number of days from the date of random assignment to the 

first recorded 'committed on' date resulting in an arrest on CRIS, taking into 

consideration days in custody. The committed on date was historically more 

accurate on CRIS than the arrest date. For example, 1307 offences were 

attributed to LCCE offenders on CRIS post random assignment. Of these, 

1196 resulted in an arrest but only 686 of these had arrest dates- 51 0 arrest 

dates were missing from CRIS. lt appears that in a substantial number of 

cases, officers would neglect to fill in this field and instead enter the charge 

date (often the same as the arrest date where both had been entered) or the 

proceeding date. As CRIS is a Crime Reporting information system, when 

crimes are reported, the date and time (where known) are put onto the 

system. Consequently, this date was consistently present on the system and 

was only absent in about five cases. 

As many of the offenders in the LCCE were on remand at the point of 
' 

random assignment or served time in custody for the RA offence, it was 

necessary to 'start the clock' from the first possible date that an offender was 

at risk of offending. Custody data from the liS was reviewed for each offender 

to capture the first available date an offender could reoffend in the community. 

In 3 cases, offenders were arrested for offences committed in custody 

between the RA date and the first release date. This resulted in a negative 

time to failure. These in-custody offences were not included and the next 

recorded arrest committed post-release and in the community was used 
instead. 

Table 2.3.4 presents two examples of how time to failure was 

calculated using sample random assignment dates, custody dates and first 

offence dates. In Case 1, the offender was in custody before and after 

random assignment. The clock started on the release date (301
h August 2002) 
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and the offender committed his first offence resulting in an arrest 80 days later 

on the 181
h November 2002. 

In Case 2, the offender was not in custody at the point of random 

assignment or directly afterwards. The offender committed his offence 38 

days after random assignment. Time to failure was calculated from the date of 

random assignment to the first offence date. 

Table 2.3.4: Examples of How Time to Failure was Calculated 

Example 
Random Custody Custody 1st Post RA Time to failure 

Assignment Reception Release Offence date (days) 
25-Jul-02 23-May-02 30-Aug-02 18-Nov-02 80 Case 1 

+ + 
01 -Aug-02 12-Sep-02 25-Mar-03 08-Sep-02 38 Case 2 
+ + 

In the two examples provided, the days at risk of offending was equal 

to the time to first offence (failure). There were also instances where 

offenders had been remanded in custody on suspicion of committing an 

offence after random assignment, but were later released and not arrested for 

the offence. In these cases, the time in custody was subtracted from the days 

at risk of offendiQg - therefore, the time to failure did not include the time 

spent in custody. 

2.3.5 Exclusions 

All LCCE offenders were included in the analysis. Where the 

participant had died (n=2) or was deported (n=5), their end date or days at risk 

date was calculated to the date they died or were deported. In addition, those 

offenders who have been in custody the entire time post RA have been 

retained in the analysis. Survival analysis takes into account 0 days at risk 

(OAR) and censors these automatically. Table 2.3.5 illustrates the relatively 

even distribution of offenders who had no days at risk of offending in the 

community after random assignment by experiment and experimental 
condition. 
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Table 2.3.5: Offenders with Zero Days at Risk Post-RA by 

Experiment and Experimental Condition (n=39) 

experiment 
Condition 

Total Exp 
Control Experimental 

Burglary 8 10 18 
Robbery 10 11 21 
LCCE 18 21 39 

Excluding censored cases would result in lower survival probabilities 

and the analysis would be prone to errors of underestimation. In some 

analyses, a particular group of offenders has been isolated for further review. 

On such occasions, this has been clearly noted. 

2.4 Preliminary Analysis: Restorative justice and time to 

failure 

Before proceeding to substantive analyses on specific criminal career 

variables, preliminary analyses were completed to explore the proportion of 

LCCE offenders who reoffended post random assignment and compare the 

survival means for the burglary and robbery experiments and experimental 

and control conditions. 
' 

a. What proportion of LCCE offenders reoffended post random 

assignment before December 31st, 2005? 

Overall, 57.18 percent of offenders in the LCCE reoffended in the 

review period after random assignment. In the burglary experiment, 63 

percent of offenders reoffended during the review period with a higher 

percentage reoffending in the control (65.14 percent) condition as compared 

to the experimental condition (61.02 percent). In the robbery experiment, 

47.76 percent of offenders in the control condition reoffended as compared to 

45.90 percent of offenders in the experimental condition. Table 2.4a presents 

the number and percentage of offenders who reoffended (Yes/No) between 

their random assignment date and December 31 8
\ 2005. Pearson Chi

Square tests (with or without the correction for continuity) for equivalency 
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found no significant differences between the control and experimental 
condition. 

,-
Table 2.4a: Reoffended Post Random Assignment (Yes/No) by Experiment and 

Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders, (n=355) 
Reoffended Control Experimental Experiment Total Statistic Exp (Yes/No) Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent x2 Continuity 

i:::' No 38 34.86 46 38.98 84 37.00 nl 

71 65.14 72 61 .02 143 0.413 0.255 '§ Yes 63.00 
:::1 Total 109 100.00 118 100.00 227 100.00 al 

i:::' No 35 52.24 33 54.10 68 53.13 Q) 

32 47.76 28 45.90 60 46.88 0.044 0.001 
.c Yes .c 
0 Total 67 100.00 61 100.00 128 100.00 a: 

w No 73 41.48 79 44.13 152 42.82 
0 Yes 103 58.52 100 55.87 203 57.18 0.256 0.159 0 ...... Total 176 100.00 179 100.00 355 100.00 

b. What was the mean time to failure in the robbery and burglary 
experiment? 

p value 

ns 

ns 

ns 

Kaplan Meier survival estimates were generated in SPSS and are 
presented in Table 2.4b by experiment. Results indicated that burglary 
offenders had a mean time to failure of 378 days as compared to 506 days for 
robbery offenders. The difference in survival means approached significance 
(log rank = 3.12, p=.0772) and is illustrated in Graph 2.4b. 

Table 2.4b: Experiment and Mean Time to Failure 
LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment Mean Median SE 
Burglary 378 129 34 
Robbery 506 242 56 
Log rank 3.1 2, p=.0772 
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c. Was there an interaction between experiment and experimental 

condition on time to failure? 

The results of the Kaplan Meier survival estimates are presented in 

Table 2.4c. LCCE offenders in the control condition had a mean time to 

failure of 402 days and offenders in the experimental condition had a mean 

time to failure of 440 days. The survival means between the control and 

experimental co,nditions in the burglary experiment were very similar (370 

days and 367, respectively). In the robbery experiment, offenders who were 

in the restorative justice condition took longer to reoffend (552 days) than 

offenders in the control condition (371 days). Log rank tests did not report any 

significant differences between or within experimental conditions, indicating 

that restorative justice did not significantly interact with the experiment and 

predict time to failure. 

Table 2.4c: Experiment and Experimental Condition, 
Mean Time to Failure LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Control Experimental Experiment 
Experiment Mean Median SE Mean Median SE Log rank 
Burglary 370 112 47 367 162 44 .11 ' p=. 7380 
Robbery 371 185 52 522 257 81 .15, p=.6994 
LCCE 402 130 40 440 170 44 .21 ' p=.6484 
Log rank 1.55, p=.2134 1.77, p=.1828 
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The results presented here suggest that in the LCCE sample, the 

survival means in the control and experimental condition are very similar in 

both the burglary and robbery experiments. However, the results also 

indicated that almost 39 percent of burglary offenders and 54.10 percent of 

robbery offenders did not reoffend in the period between random assignment 

and December 31 5
\ 2005. The subsequent chapters explore specific criminal 

career dimensions to identify the characteristics of offenders with whom 

restorative justice is most effective. 
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3.1 Overview 

There is substantial evidence that restorative justice can have positive 
effects on reducing crime. There is also some research that restorative justice 
can produce similar effects or even detrimental effects when compared to 
conventional justice responses (Hayes & Daly, 2003; Sherman & Strang, 
2007; Sherman et al., 2006a; Sherman et al., 2006b). Understanding 'what 
works for whom' appears to be the priority of restorative justice research as 
policy makers decide how to 'roll-out' or maximise their restorative justice 
resources. 

In order to gain an understanding of who benefits most and least from 
restorative justice, this chapter will focus on key individual factors including 
gender, race, age at random assignment and age of criminal onset. Much 
criminal career research has focused on these variables to explore between 
and within individual changes in active offenders (Piquero, Farrington and 
Blumstein, 2003). Exploring these variables may help to clarify why restorative 
justice works better with some offenders than others. Characteristics such as 
gender, age and race are essential ingredients to contextualising criminal 
careers and restorative justice. 

London Crown Court offenders enrolled in the restorative justice 
programme from June 2002 to December 2004. Because of the serious 
burglary and robbery offences committed, many project offenders were given 
long custodial sentences. To take into account diverse days at risk of 
offending that occurred as a result of different enrolment dates and different 
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custodial sentences, survival analysis (described in Chapter 2- Methods) was 

used. 

This chapter reviews criminal career and restorative justice literature on 

gender, race and age, provides a list of key research aims and methods used, 

presents analyses and results and a summary of main findings. 

3.2 Gender, Race, Age and Offending 

3.2. 1 Gender 

A consistent finding in criminological research is that a larger proportion 

of males than females participate in illegal acts and that offending by males 

tends to be more serious, violent and persistent (Lanctot and LeBianc, 2002). 

The gender discrepancy in offending behaviour has been explored from many 

different disciplines and perspectives, from genetic, biological, neurological or 

hormonal pre-determinants to theories of differential socialisation, as well as 

risk focused and cognitive models combining both physical and environmental 

aspects of development (Bennett, Farrington & Huesmann, 2005; Farrington & 

Painter, 2004; Loeber and Hay, 1997). 

Studies of crime rates have consistently shown proportionally higher 

rates of offending by males than by females, and especially higher rates of 

violence by males. Criminal statistics for England and Wales indicate that 81 

percent of recorded crime, and 89 percent of violent crime was committed by 

males in 2005 (Home Office, 2006a). Similarly, Home Office statistics report 

that males were responsible for 82 percent of recorded crime in 1995, 

suggesting that the overall ratio of crimes committed by males and females 

has been remarkably stable over time. 

Where females do offend, the age of onset tends to be earlier than for 

males. The peak age of known offending for males, according to official 

statistics, is between 18 and 19 as compared to 14 and 15 for females (Home 

Office, 2003b; 2004a; 2006a). Females are more likely to desist from 

offending in their late teens, essentially 'growing out' of crime earlier than 

males (Home Office, 2003b). The age-crime curve is flatter for females 

suggesting that their offending is more spread out across ages. In general, 

female offenders are more likely to be arrested for less serious offences, more 
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likely to admit their offences and are more likely to be cautioned rather than 
charged (Home Office, 2003b; Home Office, 2002a; Phillips and Brown, 

1998). Officials making case disposal and sentence decisions may treat male 
and female offenders differently, even when similar circumstances exist 
(Hedderman & Gelsthorpe, 1997). 

3.2.2 Ethnicity and race 

In addition to gender, ethnicity and race are principal ways in which 
people define themselves. Evidence indicates that Black and minority ethnic 
groups are 'disproportionately represented at each stage of the criminal 
justice process from initial contact to sentencing' and this is unlikely to be the 
result of a greater propensity to offend (Home Office, 2005b:7; Home Office, 
2006c). The Home Office produces a yearly sub-report of the overall criminal 
statistics for England and Wales that focuses on race and the criminal justice 
system. The purpose of the report is to monitor discrimination on the grounds 
of race or sex. The report published in 2005 indicated that Black people are 
over six times more likely to be stopped and searched, three times more likely 
to be arrested, over seven times more likely to be in prison than their White 
counterparts and more are more likely to be reported as offenders by victims 
(Home Office, 2005b). Smith (1997) suggests that the differential rate in 
offending for Black offenders overall is more likely to be the result of a higher 
rate of actual offending rather than discrimination or racial bias. 

Phillips and Brown (1998) also found Black and Asian people were 
disproportionately more likely to be arrested, less likely to admit their offence 
and more likely to have their cases result in no further police action in a study 
of 4250 police arrests and their outcomes. Criminological research suggests 
that the over-representation of black and other minorities may be the result of 
police discrimination, official recording practices as well as socio-demographic 
factors (Sharp & Budd, 2005; Smith, 1997). 

Official statistics may reflect a greater involvement in crime among 
ethnic groups. Sharp and Budd (2005) examined the experiences of 10,085 
respondents from different ethnic groups using self-report data from the 2003 
Offending, Crime and Justice Survey. Self-reported offending provides a 
measure of offending amongst individuals who may not come to the attention 
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of criminal justice agencies. Black respondents indicated that they had a 

similar level of contact with the criminal justice system as White respondents, 

despite reporting a lower rate of offending than White or respondents of Mixed 

ethnic origin. With the exception of burglary and robbery, Black respondents 

were significantly less likely to report offending than White respondents across 

all offence categories. 

3.2.3 Age 

In addition to gender and race, age at offence and age of criminal onset 

are important components of criminal careers. Criminological research has 

long established that there is a strong relationship between age and crime. 

Generally, the crime rate increases quickly from the age of criminal 

responsibility to a peak in the mid to late teens followed by a sharp drop and 

then gradual decline through the thirties and forties (see Farrington, 1986). 

About half of all known crimes are committed by a small subgroup of 

persistent offenders who begin offending early (Moffitt, 1993). Farrington 

suggests that an early onset of offending predicts a long and serious criminal 

career because of the persistence of an underlying crime or violence potential 

(Farrington, 1997). The 2005 Criminal Statistics for England and Wales show 

that 69 percent of all crimes proceeded against were committed by people 

under the age of 21. Males aged 17 and females aged 15 had the highest 

rate of indictable offences and the most common age to be convicted of an 

offence was 19 for males and 17 for females (Home Office, 2006a). 

Piquero, Farrington and Blumstein (2003) summarised the research on 

age and crime from key longitudinal studies such as the Cambridge Study in 

Delinquency Development (Farrington), the Philadelphia Birth Cohort study 

(Wolfgang· et al., 1972) and the Unraveling Juvenile Delinquency study 

(Giueck & Glueck, 1950; Sampson & Laub, 2001 ). The key findings from the 

longitudinal studies were consistent: offending decreases as offenders get 

older (after the teenage years), past offending was predictive of future 

offending and an early age of onset is indicative of a long and persistent 

criminal career. 

Loeber and Farrington (2000) reported the conclusions of a 'Study 

Group on Very Young Offenders' in which 16 international scholars addressed 
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factors contributing to early offending. Loeber and Farrington indicated that 

children who commit delinquent acts between the age of 7 and 12 (inclusive) 

are 2 to 3 times more likely to become serious, violent and chronic offenders 

and have long delinquent careers. In addition, males were 3 times more likely 

to be referred to the juvenile court than females and the referral rate for 

African Americans was 3 times higher than for Caucasian delinquents. Whilst 

not all child delinquents become chronic offenders, the authors suggested that 

early and persistent delinquent behaviour in the formative period of life may 

become stable through repeated practice and missed opportunities to learn 

prosocial behaviour which impacts on relationships with relatives, peers, 

partners and future employers. In addition, young delinquents are at a high 

risk of criminal victimization, substance misuse, depression and suicide. 

Loeber and Farrington did not report a single cause of child 

delinquency; rather, they suggested multiple risk factors that have been 

associated with delinquency in childhood including: individual factors such as 

high impulsivity and low intelligence, family factors such as poor parental 

supervision or neglect, school factors such as weak bonding to school, 

neighbourhood factors such as neighbourhood disadvantage and poverty, and 

delinquent peers. They suggested that the higher the number of risk factors 

without mediating protective factors (e.g. factors associated with positive 

outcomes), the greater the likelihood of developing early and persistent 

delinquent behaviour. 

Farrington (1990) suggests that intervention techniques may be more 

effective if they target offenders early on in a criminal career than when 

offending has become established. Latimer (2001) conducted a meta

analysis of 35 studies (n=17, 141 offenders) that explored the impact that age 

had on recidivism following participation in a family intervention. Age of 

participation in a programme was significantly related to recidivism. 

Programmes that treated offenders less than 15 years old had significantly 

lower rates of recidivism than intervention programmes aimed at offenders 

who were 15 years or older. There is also research to suggest that 

interventions aimed at older offenders may do better than those aimed at 

younger offenders, and research to suggest that age of participation does not 

have any impact on programme effectiveness (see Dowden, 2003). 
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3.2.4 Gender, race, age and reoffending 

Gendreau, Little and Goggin (1996) conducted a meta-analysis of 131 

studies, producing 1,141 correlations with recidivism. The authors found that 

gender, race and age were among the strongest predictors of recidivism. 

Home Office sentencing statistics for 2004 report that seventy-five percent of 

criminal convictions in England and Wales are reconvictions of previously 

convicted offenders (Home Office, 2005a). 

Shepherd and Whiting (2006) examined the reoffending rates of adults 

in England and Wales who commenced a community penalty (n=29,800) or 

who were released from prison (n=15,300) in the first quarter of 2003. Males 

were more likely to reoffend than females with 59 percent of males and 43 

percent of females reoffending in the two year review period. The authors 

also reported that 47 percent of females and 58 percent of males, who were 

originally convicted of robbery, and 62 percent of females and 74 percent of 

males originally convicted of domestic burglary, reoffended within two years. 

Generally, the youngest offenders (18-20) were considerably more likely to 

reoffend, whilst offenders who were 35 and over were the least likely to 

reoffend. The report also examined broad ethnic differences in reoffending. 

Results indicated that White and Black offenders were the most likely to 
~ 

reoffend (59 percent and 58 percent reoffended, respectively) followed by 

Asian offenders (48 percent) and Other Offenders (42 percent). When the 

authors examined ethnic groups by gender and age, Asian females who were 

between 18 and 20 years of age were the least likely to reoffend (14 percent) 

and White males were the most likely to reoffend (70 percent). 

The high reconviction rate suggests that current criminal justice 

responses to reoffending may be inadequate or ineffective for a large portion 

of offenders. Criminal career research highlights important variations in 

offending and reoffending by gender, race and age that may present different 

needs not met by the criminal justice system's 'one size fits all' approach. 

Sherman and Strang (2007: 12) suggest that the high reconviction rate 

constitutes a 'missed opportunity for more effective and preventative 

sentencing practices'. Research has already suggested that intervention 

programmes need to be gender specific and age appropriate, but it may also 
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be necessary for interventions to take into account ethnic background and 

cultural differences (Dowden, 2003). Restorative justice as a response to 

crime is uniquely personal and may be a promising way of addressing the 

individual needs of offenders. 

3.3 Gender, Race, Age and Restorative Justice 

The knowledge gained from research over the last three decades 

suggests that restorative justice is at least as effective at reducing reoffending 

as conventional justice and often more so (Sherman and Strang, 2007). 

Occasionally, however, restorative justice is counterproductive. If gender and 

race differences exist in the onset and peak age of criminal careers, we might 

similarly expect the impact of restorative justice to vary by gender, race and 

age. The following sections present research that has considered these 

variables in the context of restorative justice and reoffending. 

Hayes (2005) explored gender, ethnicity and age using data from the 

Bethlehem Restorative Policing Experiments (McCold & Wachtel, 1998). 292 

young first time offenders were randomly assigned to either a diversionary 

police run restorative justice conference or to the youth court for formal 

adjudication. In the original study, 109 of the 189 offenders random assigned 

to the experimental condition declined to take part in a conference. Hayes' re

analysis focused on the reoffending of offenders by the condition they 

received rather than the condition they were assigned to (refusing offenders 

were treated as court offenders). Hayes reported that there were no 

significant differences for gender, age or race between experimental 

conditions. However, within the experimental condition, female offenders who 

took part in restorative justice conferences were significantly less likely to 

reoffend than males (log rank= 3.99, df=1, p<.05). There were no significant 

within group differences for offenders based on their age or race. Hayes 

(2005: 94) indicated that female offenders may be 'more responsive than male 

offenders to restorative interventions' but may respond similarly to males 

When their cases are processed through court. Hayes emphasised the 

importance of examining within intervention effects in addition to comparing 

effects between experimental conditions. 
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Sherman et al. (2006b) reported striking results for violent White girls 

taking part in a youth final warning experiment in Northumbria, England. 64 

male and 44 female assault offenders between the age of 1 0 and 18 were 

randomly assigned to an experimental condition, which included both a 

restorative justice conference and a final warning, or a control condition in 

which young offenders received the standard police final warning only. In a 

year after compared with before, experimental females had 118 fewer 

offences as compared to 47 fewer offences in the control condition. Sherman 

et al. estimated that restorative justice prevented 71 (118-47) crimes leading 

to arrests per 100 offenders, relative to the standard criminal justice response. 

The comparison between experimental and control was significant (p=.012) 

for White violent females but not for White violent males (p>.1 0). In a 

separate analysis of young male property offenders, there were 88 fewer 

arrests for male youth (n=1 00) in the restorative justice group as compared to 

32 fewer arrests for males receiving only a police final warning (p=.049). 

There were too few young female property offenders to test the effects of 

restorative justice. 

McGarrell and Kroovand Hippie (2007) explored the impact of gender, 

race and age on time to failure in a sample of 782 first time juvenile offenders 

randomly assigned to a family group conference or one of a number of court

ordered diversion programmes in Indiana, lndianapolis. Survival analysis was 

completed on the basis of assigned treatment rather than received treatment, 

although 29 percent of the offenders did not complete all the terms of the 

assigned programme. Results indicated that assignment to family group 

conferences resulted in significantly longer time to failure over a 24 month 

follow up period than court-ordered diversion programmes. Age was 

significantly related to time to failure; young people had longer survival times 

than older offenders. Race and gender were not significantly different 

between the restorative justice condition and control group. An initial arrest by 

a police officer, assignment to the conference condition and being young 

reduced the risk of failure. 

Latimer, Dowden and Muise (2005) completed a meta-analysis of 22 

studies on restorative justice. 9 of the studies included adult offenders and 26 

of the studies were with youth offenders. 32 tests included offender recidivism 
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as an outcome. Compared to non-restorative approaches, restorative justice 
on average, yielded reductions in reoffending. The authors reported wide 
ranging effect sizes (+.38 to -.23) but indicated that overall effect size was 
positive (+.07, 80=.13). The authors explored whether offenders' age at 
conference could in part account for the observed range in effect size across 
the studies, but they did not find any significant between group differences. 
The authors had hoped to explore other offender characteristics such as 
gender and ethnicity but the relatively homogeneous samples used in the 
studies as well as a large amount of missing data meant that this was not 
possible. 

Hayes and Daly (2004) explored offender characteristics such as 
gender, age and age of onset as well as conference measures such as 
fairness and satisfaction in a group of 200 young offenders who took part in 
restorative justice conferences in Queensland, Australia from April 1997 to 
May 1999. As the follow-up period ranged from 3 to 5 years, the authors 
decided to employ survival analysis to accommodate the unequal 
time/opportunity offenders had to reoffend. Results from survival analysis 
indicated that gender had a significant impact on time to reoffending within the 
conference group. Specifically, females were slower to reoffend (1524 days) 
than males (901 f In addition, very young offenders (1 0 to 12 years old) were 
less likely to reoffend than offenders aged 13 to 14 years of age or those aged 
15 to 16 years old. In addition, analysis on age of onset indicated that 
offenders whose first offence was registered between the age of 15 and 16 
reoffended more slowly than offenders who had a registered offence before 
the age of 15. These results were surprising given that the criminal career 
literature would suggest that the youngest offenders at conference and at first 
offence would reoffend the fastest. Therefore, Hayes and Daly cross 
classified age at conference with age at first offence. They found that 60 
percent of offenders who were 1 0-12 years old at the conference and 1 0-12 
years old on their first offence had no prior registered offences. Furthermore, 
51 percent of this group did not commit a further offence. Analysis comparing 
10-12 year olds with and without prior offences indicated a significant 
difference in the time to failure (p<.001 ). Hayes and Daly suggested that 
When restorative justice is the first response to the first offence for young 
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people, it is more effective at reducing reoffending than when young people 
receive a traditional caution or court response to their first offence. 
conferences 'may be an effective intervention in helping young first-time 
offenders grow out of crime more quickly (Hayes & Daly, 2004: .187). 

Unfortunately, data on offenders' ethnicity was not available for more 
than half of the sample. However, an earlier study by Hayes and Daly (2003) 
found that gender and race were highly predictive of post-conference 
reoffending in a sample of 89 young offenders. Within conference effects 
were explored using multivariate analysis. When race and sex were 
examined together, results indicated that Aboriginal males and females were 
2.57 times as likely to reoffend as were non-Aboriginal offenders. lt should be 
noted that these results were based on a very small subgroup of Aboriginal 
offenders (n=11 ). The highly significant result for race and sex, however, 
suggests a large effect despite the small sample size. 

Perhaps the most interesting relationship between restorative justice 
and ethnicity has been revealed in a small subgroup of young Aboriginal 
offenders who took part in the Reintegrative Shaming Experiments in 
Canberra (Sherman et al., 2006a). Aboriginal youths arrested for crimes with 
personal victims were either randomly assigned to a police-run restorative 
justice conference or proceeded with conventionally in the courts. Despite the 
very small sample (n=23), a significant undesirable effect of restorative justice 
was observed (p=.049). The authors reported that restorative justice almost 
tripled the detected offending, causing an increase of 228 arrests per 100 
offenders per year while conventional justice reduced arrests by 66 arrests 
per year per 100 offenders. Sherman et al. (2006a) indicated that there is a 
tremendous gap in the evidence on race and restorative justice and that more 
research is needed to clarify whether offenders' community, age, offence type 
or the ethnic background of their victims has an impact on restorative justice. 

Rodriguez (2007) studied whether gender, race and age affected 
recidivism among 4,970 juvenile offenders in Maricopa County, Arizona 
whose cases were diverted to either a Community Justice Committee 
(employing restorative justice) or a standard diversion programme from 1999 
to 2001. Juvenile probation officers and members of the county attorney's 
office were responsible for determining which juveniles were appropriate for 
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restorative justice or other diversion programmes and analysis was conducted 

only on those offenders who had completed their disposition. Instead of 

police arrests, recidivism was more conservatively measured as any new 

juvenile petition filed with the court during a 24 month period after diversion. 

Whites, Blacks, Hispanics and Latinos had similar reoffending rates in 

the restorative justice and comparison group. Rodriguez reported both 

positive and negative effects for age and concluded that reoffending may 

increase at younger ages and then taper off at higher ages. Unfortunately, 

the impact of age on restorative justice was not discussed further so it is 

unclear at what age restorative justice may work best for juveniles. Although 

both males and females who took part in restorative justice were less likely to 

reoffend than juveniles diverted to other programmes (p<.05), females had a 

much lower recidivism rate in the restorative justice group than males (19.5 

percent as compared to 29.7 percent, respectively). Rodriguez suggests that 

restorative justice may have a greater impact on girls than boys and this 

should be studied further. 

Rodriguez acknowledged that the lack of randomisation in the study 

may be viewed as a limitation. In addition, previous work (Rodriguez, 2005) 

found evidence of racial bias in the selection of juveniles to the Maricopa 

County restorative justice programme with White juveniles significantly more 

likely to be diverted to restorative justice than Black or Hispanic or Latino8 

offenders. As with her later research, Rodriguez did not find any impact of 

race on restorative justice. Bazemore (2005) suggests that Rodriguez's 

results are important because they highlight unwarranted racial bias based on 

the perception that offenders from certain backgrounds may be more 

restorable than others. 

3.3. 1 Summary of gender, race and age and restorative justice 

Table 3.3 provides a summary of the restorative justice research 

presented in this chapter. Gender effects appear to be consistent across the 

literature. Sherman et al. (2006b) found that White female youth were 

a L . 
attno and Hispanic are often used interchangeably but Latino is a term used to describe 

People from Latin America countries whose language is Spanish, whilst Hispanic refers to 
People of Spanish decent regardless of race (Shupp, 2002). 
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significantly less likely to reoffend in the restorative justice group than the 
comparison group. Hayes and Daly (2004) and Hayes (2005) did not find 
between group differences, but they did find that females who took part in 
restorative justice were significantly less likely to reoffend than males. 
Rodriguez retrospective analysis found that participation in restorative justice 
decreased recidivism for both males and females but more so for females. 

The relationship between race and restorative justice is interesting. 
Hayes (2005), McGarrell and Kroovand Hippie (2007), and Rodriguez (2005, 
2007) reported that race or ethnicity did not have a significant impact on the 
effectiveness of restorative justice. Both Sherman et al. (2006b) and Hayes 
and Daly (2003) found that Aboriginal offenders reoffended at a significantly 
higher rate than non-Aboriginal offenders, despite the small sample size in 
both studies (n=28 and n=11, respectively). 

With regards to age at conference and age of onset, Rodriguez (2005) 
suggested that younger offenders taking part in restorative justice may initially 
reoffend more and then taper off at higher ages. Hayes and Daly's (2004) 
results contradicted these findings and suggested that younger offenders who 
took part in a conference were slower to reoffend. McGarrell and Kroovand 
Hippie (2007) also found that younger offenders took longer to reoffend than 

~ 

older offenders, but they did define what age 'younger' or 'older' offenders 
were and not explore whether this effect was in part due to the age of onset or 
the number of prior offences. Latimer et al (2005) did not find any significant 
between group differences based on age of participant, but it would be 
interesting, in light of Hayes and Daly's research, to see if within group effects 
were apparent. 

The findings from these studies suggest that more research is needed 
to clarify the relationship between gender, race, age at conference, age of 
onset and restorative justice. The research presented is by no means 
exhaustive but does represent significant studies that have explored these 
variables in the context of restorative justice and reoffending. In addition, 
restorative justice literature and research has tended to focus on youth 
offenders. This is perhaps because there is a general perception that 
restorative justice will work best with young offenders and less serious 
offences. Sherman and Strang (2007) suggest, however, that restorative 
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justice works best with serious offences with personal victims. Understanding 

hoW variables such as gender, race, age at conference and age of onset work 

differently with adult offenders and/or serious offences will contribute to the 

restorative justice research and help identify who benefits most from 

restorative justice. The London Crown Court Experiments provided a suitable 

opportunity to explore these variables with adult offenders who had committed 

serious burglary and street crime offences. 
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Table 3.3: Summary of findings from Restorative justice research that 
explored gender, race, age at conference or age of onset and reoffending 

Reference Place Population Offence(s) Intervention Comparison Outcome 
Hayes & Daly , 2003 Adelaide, Australia Male Youlh N=68 Violent and Restorative justice None. Wilhin Aboriginal males and females 

Female Youlh N=12 property wilh conference conference analysis 2.57 times more likely to reoffend 
(12 % Aboriginal) personal lhan non-Aboriginal youlh 

victims 

Hayes & Daly , 2004 Queensland, Australia Male Youlh N=168, Property , Community None. Wilhin Females slower to reoffend lhan 
Female Y oulh N =32 violence and conference (Diverted conference analysis males. Young offenders w ilhout 

drug offences by police officers prior offences slower to reoffend 

lhan older offenders or younger 

offenders wilh prior offences 

Hayes, 2005 Belhlehem, Female Youth N=102 Property and Face-to-face Conventional y oulh Females in RJ group slower to 
Pennsylvannia, USA Male Youlh N=190 violent conference (received justice (received). reoffend lhan males in RJ group 
(re-analysis of M cC old ralher lhan Female N=64, (p<.05). No differences between 
& Wachtel, 1998 assigned); Male N=148 RJ and C J and no significant 
study) Female N=38, differences for age or race 

Male=42 

Latimer, Dowden and 22 studies (32 tests) Y oulh= 26 studies Various Restorative justice Control or No RJ-C J difference for age at 

Muise, 2005 evaluating RJ wilh a Adult= 9 studies comparison group conference and unable to look at 
control or comparison olher demographic characteristics 
group and recidivism across the studies. Overall 
as one outcome RJ=7% reduction in reoffending 

compared to N on-RJ approaches 

McGarrell & Kroovand- lndianapolis, USA Male= 486 Person, Family group Conventional Younger offenders had longer 
H ipple, 2007 Female= 296 property and conference Justice/Oiher suiV iv al time lhan older 

juvenile offenders public order diversion programme offenders, no difference be~veen 
(N on-White=471 , RJ and CJ 
White=311) 

Rodriguez, 2007 M aricopa C aunty, 4,970 juvenile Person, Community Justice Standard juvenile RJ participation decreased 
Arizona, USA offenders property , Committee (CJC) diversion (not recidivism for bolh males and 

(Males N=2819, status and using family group randomly assigned) females but more so for females. 
Females N=2151) public order conferencing (not No signficant differences by 

--... 
(White N =2475, offences randomly assigned) elhnicity , race or offence type 
Black N =356, 

Hispanic or Latino 

N=2139) 
S hennan et al. , 2006a Canberra, Australia Aboriginal Youlh Crimes wilh Face-to-face RJ Conventional Justice Aboriginal: Comparing two 

Subgroup analysis N=23 personal conferences years pre to two years pas~ 
White Y oulh N =228 victims RJ=299 more arresl<> per 100 

offenders per year; CJ=66 fewer 

arresl<> per 100 offenders per 

year (p=.049). 

White: No RJ-C J difference 
b.-
Shennan, Strang, Northumbria, U K Female Youth N=44 Violence Face-to-face RJ Conventional Justice, Female: RJ=118 before/after 
Bames and New bury- Subgroup analysis Male Youlh N=64 conference in final police warnings fewer arresl<> per 100 offenders 
Birch, 2006b addition to final police only vs 47 fewer arresl<> in CJ group 

warnings (p=.012). 

M ale: No RJ-C J difference 
Shennan, Strang, Northumbria, U K Female Y oulh N = 28 Property Face-to-face RJ Conventional Justice, Female: Subgroup sample size 
Bames and New bury- Subgroup analysis Male Youlh N=100 conference in final police warnings too small for adequate paw er to 
Birch, 2006b addition to final police only test effect. 

warnings M ale: RJ=88 few er arrests per 

100 offenders per year 

before/after vs 32 fewer for CJ 

(p<.05) 
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3.4 Research Objectives 

Previous research suggests that gender, race and age are important 

predictors of reoffending with adult offenders (Gendreau, Little & Goggin, 

1996; Shepherd & Whiting, 2006}. For robbery and burglary offenders in the 

London Crown Court Experiments (LCCE), the following questions were 

investigated for gender, race, age at random assignment and age of onset: 

a. What was the breakdown of gender, race and age of offenders 

enrolled in the London Crown Court experiments? What was the 

age of criminal career onset as reported by the Police National 

Computer (PNC)? Were there differences between the burglary and 

robbery experiments? 

b. Did gender, race, age at random assignment or age of onset have 

an impact on time to failure? 

c. Did female offenders reoffend at a faster rate than male offenders? 

Did Non-White offenders reoffend faster than White offenders? Did 

older offenders reoffend faster than younger offenders? Did 

offenders who started their criminal career at an early age reoffend 

faster than offenders who were older when they committed their first 

offenc~e? Were there differences between burglary and robbery 

offenders for any of these variables? 

d. Was there a significant interaction between gender, race or age (at 

random assignment or onset) and restorative justice on time to 

failure? Was the mean survival time different depending on the 

offender's gender, race or age and whether they were in the control 

or experimental condition? Within and between experimental 

conditions will be reviewed. 

After reviewing gender, race, age at random assignment and age of 

onset individually, analysis was also conducted on combined variables to 

determine if these had an impact on time to failure and the effectiveness of 
restorative justice. 
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3.5 Method 

Gender 

Offenders' gender was taken initially from the Crime Reporting 

Information System (CRIS) and then confirmed in person when the facilitator 
met with the offender to gain consent to participate in the LCCE. 

Race 

The terms ethnicity and race are often used interchangeably in 
research literature. The American Psychological Association (2002:1) 
suggests that ethnicity encompasses 'group mores and practices of one's 
culture of origin and the concomitant sense of belonging', whilst race is 'the 
category to which others assign individuals on the basis of physical 
characteristics, such as skin color'. People are often 'treated or studied as 
though they belong to biologically defined racial groups' (Helms and 

Talleyrand, 1997:1247) even though there is no evidence that characteristics 
such as skin colour do in fact define or bind the people with such 

characteristics. 

Seventeen self defined ethnic classifications appear on CRIS. Nine 
observed ethnic ~lassifications appear on PNC. These ethnic classifications 
include White British, White Irish, Black African, Black Caribbean, Chinese, 
Indian and Other. Interestingly, self defined ethnicity 'does not relate to visible 
appearance but to a person's self-image in relation to his or her own cultural 
origins' (MPA, 2005). ACPO guidelines require the police to record self
defined ethnicity regardless if the appearance is at 'odds with the officer's 
visual assessment' (MPA, 2005). In all JRC cases, the broad racial 

classification (White, Black and Other) was the same on CRIS as it was on 
PNC where ethnic classification is observed rather than self-defined. 

Whilst it would have been desirable to look at the impact of each ethnic 
group (e.g. White British vs. Black Caribbean) and thereby the associated 
cultural background of project offenders, there were insufficient numbers in 
each category to make a comparison between restorative justice and control 
group possible. Initially, offenders were coded as White, Black or Other, but 
as only 34 offenders (9.6 percent) were classified as 'Other', the Other group 
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was combined with Black to form two racial groups: White and Non-White. lt 

is an acknowledge limitation of this research that any results on race can only 

be generalized to White and Non-White offenders. 

Age at Random Assignment 

In order to be eligible for the Restorative Justice Programme, offenders 

had to be at least 18 years old on the date of random assignment. Date of 

birth was taken from offenders' CRIS and PNC reports and where multiple 

birth dates were listed (e.g. alias dates), the birth date provided for the index 

offence was used. 

Age of Criminal Career Onset 

The date of the first caution, reprimand, warning or conviction on PNC 

was used to calculate the age of criminal career onset in this dissertation. 

Whilst complete CRIS history was also collected, records only went back to 

1992 when CRIS was initially piloted in the London Metropolitan Police area. 

Consequently, CRIS did not provide a long time frame (5-8 years prior to 

random assignment) in which to review early offending, which could provide 

inaccurate results, particularly for older offenders enrolled in the LCCE. lt is 

recognised that PNC represent official data sources and that project offenders 

may have committed earlier offences that were undetected or were detected 

but did not result in a PNC record. 

Reoffending and survival analysis 

The outcome variable in this dissertation is time to failure, or the 

number of days after random assignment in which an offence resulting in 

arrest does or does not occur, taking into account the number of days in 

custody in the review period. Time to failure incorporates both offending and 

the time it takes for offending to occur and therefore provides a measure of 

Whether restorative justice has stopped offending or helped decrease the 

mean rate of offending (Ezell, 2007a). 

The 'clock' started on an offender's date of random assignment and 

finished at midnight on December 31st, 2005. Where an offence resulted in 

arrest, I used the 'committed from' date on the Crime Reporting Information 
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system (CRIS) as arrest dates were absent for a large proportion of cases 
and the committed from date provided a better estimate of the time between 
random assignment and offending. Whilst some project offenders had 
committed arrestable offences in custody, only offences committed in the 
community and resulting in an arrest were included in the analysis. 
Opportunities to offend in custody might be argued as different from 
opportunities to offend in the community. Chapter 2 - Methods provides more 
detailed information on survival analysis used in this dissertation. 

3.6 Analysis and Results 

Gender, race, age at random assignment and age of criminal onset are 
key individual characteristics that have been explored in criminal career 
research. Each variable is reviewed separately, starting with descriptive 
analysis and equivalency testing, followed by survival analysis that addresses 
each research question (see above). After each variable is explored 
individually, analysis is also conducted on combinations of variables (e.g. Age 
at conference and Age of conference) to determine whether these have an 
impact on the effectiveness of restorative justice. 

3.6. 1 Gender ' 

a. What was the gender breakdown of offenders enrolled in the London 

Crown Court experiments? Were there differences between the 

burglary and robbery experiments or experimental conditions? 

Table 3.6.1 a presents the number and percent of males and females 
by experiment and experimental condition as well as the results of Pearson's 
Chi Square tests for equivalency and continuity correction (continuity). 
Ninety-two percent of offenders in the LCCE were male and 7.61 percent 
were female. The proportion of males and females in the control and 

experimental conditions were very similar in the robbery experiment. The 
burglary control condition had 11 (10.09%) females as compared to 8 (6.78%) 
in the experimental condition. Results from Pearson's Chi (with or without the 
correction for continuity) indicated that the proportion of males and females in 
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the control and experimental conditions was statistically equivalent in the 

burglary, robbery and combined LCCE. 

Table 3.6.1a: Descriptive Statistics for Gender by 

Experiment and Experimental Conditon, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment Gender 
Control Experimental Total Statistic 

N % N % N % X2 Continuity 

Burglary 
Male 98 89.91 110 93.22 208 91.63 

Control (n=109) 0.81 0.44 

Exp (n=118) Ferrale 11 10.09 8 6.78 19 8.37 

Robbery 
Male 63 94.03 57 93.44 120 93.75 

Control (n=67) 0.02 0.00 

Exp (n=61) Ferrale 4 5.97 4 6.56 8 6.25 

LCCE 
Male 161 91.48 167 93.30 328 92.39 

Control (n=176) 0.42 0.20 

Exp (n=179) Ferrale 15 8.52 12 6.70 27 7.61 

b. Did gender have an impact on time to failure? 

p value 

ns 

ns 

ns 

Overall effects were first reviewed using Cox proportional hazard 

regression and are presented in Table 3.6.1 b. Results indicate that gender 

was a significant predictor of time to failure in the burglary (HR=.501, Cl .297-

.847, p=.01 0) and robbery experiment (HR=8.206, Cl 1.132-59.489, p=.037) 

but not for the LCCE combined (p=.907). The Exp (B) suggested that females 
-.. 

offend faster than males in the burglary experiment and LCCE combined but 

males offend faster than females in the robbery experiment. However, the 

large confidence interval in the robbery experiment suggests that these results 

may not be reliable. 

Table 3.6.1 b: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression. Gender and Time to Failure 
by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment . B SE Wald df Si g. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp(B) 

Lower Upper 

Burglary -0.691 0.267 6.670 1.0 0.010 0.501 0.297 0.847 

Robbery 2.105 1.011 4.337 1.0 0.037 8.206 1.132 59.489 

LCCE -0.030 0.254 0.014 1.0 0.907 0.971 0.590 1.596 

c. What was the difference in time to failure for female as compared to 

male offenders? 

In order to get clarify the relationship between gender and time to 
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the control and experimental conditions was statistically equivalent in the 

burglary, robbery and combined LCCE. 

Table 3.6.1a: Descriptive Statistics for Gender by 

Experiment and Experimental Conditon, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment Gender 
Control Experimental Total Statistic 

N % N % N % x2 Continuity 

Burglary 
Male 98 89.91 110 93.22 208 91.63 

Control (n=109} 0.81 0.44 

Exp (n=118} Female 11 10.09 8 6.78 19 8.37 

Robbery 
Male 63 94.03 57 93.44 120 93.75 

Control (n=67} 0.02 0.00 

Exp (n=61} Female 4 5.97 4 6.56 8 6.25 

LCCE 
Male 161 91.48 167 93.30 328 92.39 

Control (n=176) 0.42 0.20 

Exp (n=179) Female 15 8.52 12 6.70 27 7.61 

b. Did gender have an impact on time to failure? 

p value 

ns 

ns 

ns 

Overall effects were first reviewed using Cox proportional hazard 

regression and are presented in Table 3.6.1 b. Results indicate that gender 

was a significant predictor of time to failure in the burglary (HR=.501, Cl .297-

.847, p=.01 0) and robbery experiment (HR=8.206, Cl 1.132-59.489, p=.037) 

but not for the ~CCE combined (p=.907). The Exp (B) suggested that females 

offend faster than males in the burglary experiment and LCCE combined but 

males offend faster than females in the robbery experiment. However, the 

large confidence interval in the robbery experiment suggests that these results 

may not be reliable . 

Table 3.6.1 b: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression. Gender and Time to Failure 
by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp(B) 

Lower Upper 

Burglary -0.691 0.267 6.670 1.0 0.010 0.501 0.297 0.847 

Robbery 2.105 1.011 4.337 1.0 0.037 8.206 1..132 59.489 

LCCE -0.030 0.254 0.014 1.0 0.907 0.971 0.590 1.596 

c. What was the difference in time to failure for female as compared to 

male offenders? 

In order to get clarify the relationship between gender and time to 
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failure, Kaplan Meier survival analysis and log rank tests were conducted. 
Results, presented in Table 3.6.1 c, indicated that males in the burglary 
experiment had a mean survival time of 399 days and female offenders had a 
mean survival time of 118 days, reoffending three times faster than males in 
the burglary experiment. The log rank test for the equality of the survival 
distributions for males and females was significant (log rank= 6.98, p=.008). 
Graph 3.1 c illustrates the different survival functions for males versus female 
offenders in the burglary experiment. 

In the robbery experiment, results indicated that female offenders had a 
mean survival of 1068 days as compared to 406 days for male offenders. 
Seven of the 8 females in the robbery experiment had not reoffended in the 
review period (censored) despite having a mean of 773 days at risk of 
offending (minimum 134 and max of 1217 days at risk). The results were 
significant (log rank= 6.19, p=.013), however, the standard error is very high 
(136). 

Overall LCCE results indicated that females had a mean of 446 days to 
failure, 36 days longer than males. The log rank test comparing means for 
males and females was not significantly different (log rank= .01, p=.907). 

Table 3.6.1 c: Gender and Mean Time to Failure 
by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment Gender Mean Median SE 

Male 399 137 36 
Burglary Female 118 56 37 

Log rank 6.98, p:.0082 
Male 406 185 49 

Robbery Female 1068 763 136 
Log rank 6.19, p=.0129 

Male 407 162 30 
LCCE Female 446 110 108 

Log rank .01, p=.9069 
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Graph 3.6.1c: Survival Functions, Gender and Time to Failure, 
Burglary Experiment (n=227) 
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d. Was there a significant interaction between gender and restorative 

justice in predicting time to failure? 

Survival estimates could not be computed for the robbery experiment 

since all the cases were censored in the control condition. Analysis was 

conducted only on the burglary experiment. Kaplan Meier survival function 

and log rank tests reported that females reoffended faster than males in the 

control and the experimental condition (log rank= 6.92, p=.009) and 

reoffended significantly faster than males within the experimental condition 

(log rank= 6.24, p=.013). Males in the experimental condition had a mean 

survival time of 384 days whilst females had a mean survival of 68 days. 

Results were not significant when comparing the survival means for 

females or the survival means for males across experimental condition. 

Results suggested, for example, that burglary females who took part in 

restorative justice reoffended twice as fast (68 days) compared to females in 

the control condition (137 days) but the difference in survival distributions was 

not significantly different (log rank= . 78, p=.378). Table 3.6.1 d summarises 

the survival means and Graph 3.6.1 d illustrates the survival distribution for 

burglary offenders by gender and experimental condition. 
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Table 3.6.1d: Gender and Mean Time to Failure, Burglary Experiment by 

Experimental Condition, (n=227) 
r- Control Experimental 
Experiment Gender Mean Median SE Mean Median 

Male 393 127 52 384 163 
Burglary Female 137 81 49 68 29 

log rank 2.39, p=.1222 6.24, p=.0125 

Graph 3.6.1d: Survival Functions, Gender by Experimental Condition. 
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SE Log rank (df=1) 
46 .08, p=.7815 
27 .78, p=.3775 

............ ·: ·•. 

Experiment 
Log rank df(2) 

6.92, p=.0085 

a. What was the race of offenders enrolled in the London Crown Court 

experiments? 

Table 3.6.2ai presents the number and percentage of offenders in each 

ethnic group by experiment. A total of 55.49 percent of LCCE offenders 

identified their ethnic classification as White (White British, White Irish or any 

other White background). The next largest racial group was Black with 34.93 

percent of offenders identifying themselves as Caribbean, African or any other 

Black background. The remaining 9.58 percent of participants classified 

themselves as Other (White and Asian, White and Black Caribbean, Mixed 

Other, Asian, Bangladeshi, Chinese, Indian, Any Other Ethnic Origin and 

Other). 'Any other ethnic' background most often refers to people of other 

Asian decent and 'other' appears to relate to all other ethnic groups (e.g. 
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Iranian, Turkish) whose ethnic classification is not otherwise available on 

CRIS. 

White British was the largest single ethnic group in both the burglary 

(49.34 percent) and robbery (33.59 percent) experiment. This was followed 

by Black Caribbean in the burglary experiment (13.22 percent) and Black 

(17.19 percent) in the robbery experiment. There were more offenders of 

'Other' ethnic origin in the robbery experiment (13.28 percent) than in the 

burglary (7.49 percent) experiment. 

Table 3.6.2ai: Self-Defined Ethnic Classification by Experiment 
LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Racial Ethnic Classification 
Burglary Robbery LCCE 

Group N % N % N % 
'Mlite 8 3.52 2 1.56 10 2.82 

Q) 'Mlite British 112 49.34 43 33.59 155 43.66 
.t: 'Mlite Irish 9 3.96 4 3.13 13 3.66 .s::. 
3: 'Mlite Other 12 5.29 7 5.47 19 5.35 

Total White 141 62.11 56 43.75 197 55.49 
Black 25 11.01 22 17.19 47 13.24 

.:.:: African 6 2.64 9 7.03 15 4.23 
0 

Caribbean 30 13.22 17 13.28 47 13.24 .!!! 
Ill 

Black Other 8 3.52 7 5.47 15 4.23 
Total Black 69 30.40 .55 42.97 124 34.93 

'Mlite & Asian 1 0.44 0 0.00 1 0.28 
'Mlite & Black Caribbean 3 1.32 3 2.34 6 1.69 
Mixed Other 2 0.88 2 1.56 4 1.13 
Asian 1 0.44 1 0.78 2 0.56 

.... 
Bangladeshi 5 2.20 4 3.13 9 2.54 Q) 

.s::. - Chinese 0 0.00 1 0.78 1 0.28 0 

Indian 1 0.44 1 0.78 2 0.56 
Any Other Ethnic 1 0.44 3 2.34 4 1.13 
Other 3 1.32 2 1.56 5 .1.41 

Total Other 17 7.49 17 13.28 34 9.58 
TOTAL 227 100.00 128 100.00 355 100.00 

lt was clear from this breakdown that there were too few offenders of 

some ethnic classifications (e.g. Asian, Indian and Chinese) and it would be 

necessary to consolidate ethnic groups in order to conduct analysis by 

experiment and experimental condition. Two race categories were formed: 

White and Non-White. Table 3.6.2aii and Graph 3.6.2aii provides a summary 

and illustration of race by experiment and experimental condition. White 

offenders made up the largest racial group in the burglary experiment (62.11 
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percent) whilst there were a greater percentage of Non-White offenders in the 

robbery experiment (56.25 percent). For the LCCE combined, 55.49 percent 

of project offenders were White and 44.51 percent were Non-White. 

The proportion of White and Non-White offenders in the robbery 

experiment was very similar across experimental condition (Table 3.6.2aii). In 

the burglary experiment, there were more white offenders in the control 

condition and more non-white offenders in the experimental condition. The 

equivalency tests for race did not find any significant differences between 

experimental and control conditions in the burglary, robbery or combined 

LCCE. 

Table 3.6.2aii: Descriptive Statistics for Race (White/Non-White) by 
Experiment and Experimental Conditon, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Control Experimental Total Statistic Experiment Race 
N % N % N % X2 Continuity p value 

Burglary 
'Mlite 73 66.97 68 57.63 141 62.11 Control (n=109) 

Exp (n=118) Non-'Mlite 36 33.03 50 42.37 86 37.89 
Robbery 

'Mlite 29 43.28 27 44.26 56 43.75 Control (n=67) 
Exp (n=61) Non-'Mlite 38 56.72 34 55.74 72 56.25 

LCCE 
Control (n=176) 'Mlite 102 57.95 95 53.07 197 55.49 

Exp (n=179) Non<'Mlite 74 42.05 84 46.93 158 44.51 

Graph 3.6.2aii: Percentage White/Non White by E xperiment 
a nd E xperimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 
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b. Did offenders' race have an impact on time to failure? 

2.10 1.72 

0.01 0.00 

0.86 0.67 

Results from Cox regression, displayed in Table 3.6.2b, suggested that 
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offenders' race was not significantly related to time to failure in the burglary 
(HR=.760, Cl .546-1.060, p=.106), robbery experiment (HR=1.049, Cl .629-
1.748, p=.856) or the combined LCCE (HR=.888, Cl .674-1.170, p=.398). 

Table 3.6.2b: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression. White/Non White and 
Time to Failure by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment 8 SE Wald df Si g. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp(B) 
Lower Upper 

Burglary -0.274 0.169 2.615 1 0.106 0.760 0.546 
Robbery 0.047 0.261 0.033 1 0.856 1.049 0.629 
LCCE -0.119 0.141 0.714 1 0.398 0.888 0.674 

c. Did White offenders reoffend at a faster rate than Non-White 
offenders? 

1.060 

1.748 

1.170 

To understand how race and time to failure might be related, Kaplan 
Meier survival functions and log ranks were conducted on White and Non
White broad racial groups by experiment. Results indicated that White 
offenders had a mean survival time of 407 days in the burglary experiment as 
compared to 303 days for Non-White offenders. White and Non-White 
offenders in the robbery experiment had similar survival times (mean = 458 
days and 495 days, respectively). Log rank tests were not significant when 
comparing survival functions for White and Non-White offenders in the 
burglary, robbery or combined LCCE. Table 3.6.2c displays the survival 
means for White and Non-White offenders by experiment. 

Table 3.6.2c: Race and Mean Time to Failure 
by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment Race Mean Median SE 
White 407 146 42 

Burglary Non-White 303 81 47 
log rank 2.65, p=.1 039 
White 458 239 72 

Robbery Non-White 495 295 74 
log rank .03, p=.8553 
White 422 170 37 

LCCE Non-White 390 145 43 
log rank .72, p=.3965 

d. Did race (White/Non-White) have an interaction with restorative justice 
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in predicting time to failure? 

Cox proportional hazard regression results displayed in table 3.6.2di 

indicated that the interaction of race and experimental condition did not have 

a significant impact on time to failure in the burglary, robbery or combined 

LCCE. 

Survival functions were computed and are displayed in table 3.6.2dii. 

Results indicated that Non-White burglary offenders in the control condition 

had the shortest mean time to failure (278 days) and Non-White robbery 

offenders in the experimental condition had the longest mean time to failure 

(570 days). Overall, LCCE White offenders had similar mean survival times 

across control (424 days) and experimental condition (413 days) and Non

White offenders took longer to reoffend in the experimental condition (436 
days) as compared to the control condition (324 days). The log rank tests 

comparing the survival means were not significant within experimental 

condition or between experimental conditions for the burglary, robbery or 

LCCE. 

Table 3.6.2di: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression. Interaction of Race (White/Non-White) and 
Experimental Condition with Time to Failure by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment Variable(s) 8 SE Wald df Si g. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp(B) 
Lower Upper 

Burglary RaceW /NW*Condition -0.102 0.183 0.312 1 0.576 0.903 0.631 1.292 
Robbery RaceW /NW*Condition -0.109 0.314 0.121 1 0.727 0.896 0.485 1.658 
LCCE RaceW /NW*Condition -0.080 0.157 0.262 1 0.609 0.923 0.678 1.256 

Table 3.6.2dii: Race and Mean Time to Failure 
by Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment Race 
Control Experimental 

Log rank (df=1) 
Experiment 

Mean Median SE Mean Median SE Log rank df(3) 
White 393 112 58 414 191 60 .19, p=.6609 

Burglary Non-White 278 74 65 285 102 51 .14, p:.7107 2.44, p=.1185 
log rank 1.1 0, p=.2933 1.34, p=.2479 0. : ••• 

White 392 242 74 411 239 103 .32, p=.5700 
Robbery Non-White 330 169 65 570 295 107 1.22, p=.2686 .03, p=.8657 

log rank .41' p=.5238 .91' p=.3407 
White 424 130 51 413 191 53 .00, p=.9723 LCCE Non-White 324 127 55 436 163 62 .89, p=.3459 .68, p=.4110 
log rank 1.00, p=.3172 .03, p=.8701 ··:· 
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3.6.3 Age at random assignment 

a. What was the distribution of age at random assignment by experiment 

and experimental condition? 

In the burglary experiment, the youngest offenders were 18 and the 

oldest was 61 in the control condition. In the robbery experiment, the 

youngest offenders were 18 and the oldest offenders were 4 7 in the 

experimental and control conditions. For the LCCE combined, the mean age 

of offenders in the control condition was 30.11 and 29.92 in the experimental 

condition. The equivalency of the control and experimental conditions was 

compared using aT -test and no significant differences were found in the 

burglary, robbery or combined LCCE (Table 3.6.3ai). 

Table 3.6.3ai: Descriptive Statistics for Age at Random Assignment by 
Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Control Experimental Statistic 
Experiment 

M in Max Median Mean SD M in Max Median Mean so T statistic p value 

Burglary 18 61 29 31.16 8.29 18 48 31 30.65 7.28 0.49 
Robbery 18 47 28 28.40 7.62 18 47 25 28.49 8.62 -0.06 

LCCE 18 61 29 30.11 8.13 18 61 30 29.92 7.81 0.23 

Three age groups were created to simplify analysis and presentation of 

results: 

o Group 1 included offenders 18 to 24, 

o Group 2 included offenders 25 to 30 and 

o Group 3 included offenders over 30 at random assignment. 

Offenders aged 18 to 24 years accounted for 41 percent of the robbery and 

24 percent of the burglary experiment. In the burglary experiment, 26 percent 

of offenders were between 25 and 30 years old and the remaining 50 percent 

were over 30 years old on the date of random assignment. In the robbery 

experiment, 42 percent of offenders were over 30 years of age, 41 percent 

were between 18 and 24 and the remaining 16 percent were between 25 and 

30 on the date of random assignment. Table 3.6.3aii and Graph 3.6.3aii 

display the distribution of offenders in each age range for the burglary, 

robbery and combined LCCE by experimental condition. 
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Table 3.6.3aii: Age range at Random Assignment by Experiment and 
Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders, (n=355) 

Age range at Control Experimental Experiment Total 
RA N % N % N 

18-24 25 22.94 30 25.42 55 
25-30 32 29.36 26 22.03 58 
>30 52 47.71 62 52.54 114 
Total 109 100.00 118 100.00 227 
18-24 25 37.31 28 45.90 53 
25-30 12 17.91 9 14.75 21 
>30 30 44.78 24 39.34 54 
Total 67 100.00 61 100.00 128 
18-24 50 28.41 58 32.40 108 
25-30 44 25.00 35 19.55 79 
>30 82 46.59 86 48.04 168 

Total 176 100.00 179 100.00 355 

Graph 3.6.3aii: Age at Random Assignment by Experiment and 
Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 
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b. Did the age at random assignment have an impact on time to failure? 

Analysis was initially conducted to determine if age at random 

assignment (as a continuous variable) was related to time to failure. Results 

from Cox regression (Table 3.6.3b) suggest that offenders' age at random 

assignment was not a significant predictor of time to failure for the burglary 

(HR=.985, p=.163), robbery (HR=1.006, p=.705) or combined LCCE 
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(HR::.995, p=.570). 

r-
Table 3.6.3b: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression. Age at Random Assignment and 

Time to Failure by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment Variable(s) 8 SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp(B) 
Lower Upper 

Burglary AgeAtRA -0.015 0.011 1.944 1 0.163 0.985 0.964 
Robbery AgeAtRA 0.006 0.016 0.143 1 0.705 1.006 0.975 
LCCE AgeAtRA -0.005 0.009 0.323 1 0.570 0.995 0.978 

c. Did younger offender reoffend at a faster rate than older offenders? 

Were there any differences between the burglary and robbery 

experiment? 

1.006 
1.037 
1.012 

Kaplan Meier survival functions were computed in SPSS to determine if 

there were any discernable differences in time to failure for offenders by age 

group. Survival means and log rank tests are displayed in Table 3.6.3c. 

Burglary results indicated that offenders who were over 30 years old at 

random assignment took the longest to reoffend (427 days) and offenders 

who were between 25 and 30 years old at random assignment were the 

quickest to reoffend (298 days). Offenders between 18 and 24 years of age 

had a mean surv4val time of 322 days. 

Robbery offenders who were between 18 and 24 years of age at 

random assignment took the longest to reoffend (539 days) and the oldest 

age group reoffended the fastest (350 days). Offenders aged between 25 and 

30 had a mean survival time of 474 days. 

When the burglary and robbery experiments were combined, results 

indicated that younger offenders took the longest to reoffend (446 days) and 

offenders who were between 25 and 30 reoffended the fastest (339 days). 

Log rank tests comparing the survival distributions for the three age 

groups were not significantly in the burglary, robbery or combined LCCE. 
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Table 3.6.3c: Age at Random Assignment and Mean 

Time to Failure by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment Age at RA Mean Median SE 
t-- 18-24 322 110 60 

25-30 298 137 48 Burglary >30 427 130 50 
log rank 1.21' p=.5463 
18-24 539 185 80 
25-30 474 247 130 Robbery >30 350 242 67 

log rank .47, p=.7892 
18-24 446 147 54 
25-30 339 145 51 LCCE 
>30 427 169 43 

log rank .59, p=.7448 

d. Was there an interaction between age at random assignment and 
restorative justice in predicting time to failure? 

Analysis was conducted to determine if the age at random assignment 
interacted with restorative justice and had an impact on the time it took for 
offenders to reoffend. Age at random assignment (as a continuous variable) 
was put into the model as an interaction term with experimental condition. 
Results displayed in Table 3.6.3di indicated that age at random assignment 
and restorative justice were not significantly related to time to failure in the 
burglary (HR=.999, Cl .989-1.009, p=.836), robbery (HR=1 .006, Cl .989-
1.024, p=.489) or combined LCCE (HR=1 .001, Cl .993-1.010, p=.812). 

--
Table 3.6.3di: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression. Interaction of Age at Random Assignment and 

Experimental Condition on Time to Failure by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment Variable(s) 8 SE Wald df Si g. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp(B) 

Lower Upper 
Burglary AgeAtRA *Condition -0.001 0.005 0.043 1 0.836 0.999 0.989 1.009 
Robbery AgeAtRA *Condition 0.006 0.009 0.479 1 0.489 1.006 0.989 1.024 
LCCE AgeAtRA*Condition 0.001 0.004 0.057 1 0.812 1.001 0.993 1.010 

Survival means for the three age groups were generated by experiment 
and experimental condition and are presented in Table 3.6.3dii. The most 
marked difference in survival means was observed for offenders aged 18-24 
in the burglary experiment where offenders in the control condition had a 
mean survival time of 166 days as compared to 424 days in the experimental 
condition. This suggests that younger offenders reoffended over 2.5 times 
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taster if they were in the control condition than if they had taken part in a 

restorative justice conference; the difference in survival distributions 

approached statistical significance (log rank= 2.83, p=.0924). Burglary 

offenders between 25 and 30 reoffended faster in the experimental condition 

(mean= 226 days) as compared to the control condition (mean= 370 days), 

although the median time to failure was higher in the experimental condition 

(145 days) than the control condition (112). Older offenders who took part in 

a conference had a mean survival time of 351 days, 60 days shorter than 

older offenders in the control condition (mean= 411 days). Log rank tests 

were not significant within or between experiments for any of the age ranges. 

Younger offenders in the experimental condition also had the longest 

mean survival time in the robbery experiment- reoffending on average in 540 

days as compared to 398 days in the control condition. In addition, both mid 

age offenders and older offenders had longer mean survival times in the 

experimental condition as compared to the control condition. The log rank 

tests for the three age groups were not significant for any experimental 

condition. 

Results for the burglary and robbery experiments combined suggest 

that younger offenders took longer to reoffend in the experimental condition 

(501 days) as compared to the control condition (294 days). Middle range 

offenders, and offenders older than 30 at random assignment, reoffended 

faster in the experimental condition than in the control condition. However, as 

with the burglary and robbery experiments independently, age at random 

assignment did not interact significantly with experimental condition to have 

an impact on time to failure (p>.05). 
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- Table 3.6.3dii: Age at Random Assignment and Mean Time to Failure 
by Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) - Age Range at Control Experimental Experiment Experiment RA Mean Median SE Mean Median SE Log rank (df=1) Log rank df(3) 18-24 166 74 39 424 217 91 2.83, p=.0924 25-30 370 112 74 226 145 56 1.44, p=.2300 Burglary >30 411 129 72 351 162 50 .04, p=.8441 

1.04, p=.5940 
log rank 3.17, p=.2052 2.55, p=.2789 .:.: :·: ... .. ... 18-24 398 147 84 540 239 104 .03, p=.8679 25-30 341 323 84 357 21 280 .50, p=.4781 Robbery >30 261 185 64 408 ' 295 103 .76, p=.3838 

.51, p=.7740 
log rank .96, p=.6188 .58, p=.7500 . ·. :· :: :-18-24 294 118 52 501 227 75 1.68, p=.2025 25-30 388 247 64 252 129 64 2.01' p=.1567 LCCE 

>30 401 130 60 391 191 50 .30, p=.5870 
.53, p=.7691 

log rank .61, p=.7376 4.35, p=.1135 :· 

3.6.4 Age of criminal career onset 

a. What was the age of offending onset (as derived from PNC records) tor 
offenders enrolled in the LCCE? Were there differences between the 
burglary and robbery experiments, or control and experimental 
conditions? 

The mean age of offending onset as recorded on PNC was 16.87 in the 
burglary experiment, 19.17 in the robbery experiment and 17.70 tor the 
combined LCCE. Table 3.6.4ai presents descriptive statistics by experiment -... 
and experimental condition. The minimum age of onset was 8 in the burglary 
experimental condition and12 in the robbery control and experiment 
conditions. The oldest age of onset was 39 in the burglary control condition 
and 43 in the robbery experimental condition. T-tests indicated that the 
control and experimental conditions were equivalent statistically in the 
burglary and robbery experiments and the combined LCCE. 

Table 3.6.4ai: Descriptive Statistics for Age of Onset (PNC) by 
Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment Control Experimental Statistic 
M in Max Median Mean so M in Max Median Mean so T statistic p value Burglary 10 39 16 16.72 4.62 8 37 16 17.01 5.49 -0.43 !!_obbery 12 38 18 19.88 6.05 12 43 17 18.39 5.54 1.45 LCCE 10 39 16.5 17.92 5.42 8 43 16 17.48 5.53 0.76 

For the purpose of creating survival distributions and analysis, three 
onset age groups were created: 
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,...- Table 3.6.3dii: Age at Random Assignment and Mean Time to Failure 
by Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

~ Age Range at Control Experimental Experiment 
Experiment RA Mean Median SE Mean Median SE Log rank (df=1) Log rank df(3) 
r- 18-24 166 74 39 424 217 91 2.83, p-.0924 

370 112 74 226 145 56 25-30 1.44, p=.2300 
Burglary >30 411 129 72 351 162 50 .04, p=.8441 

1.04, p=.5940 

log rank 3.17, p=.2052 2.55, p=.2789 
18-24 398 147 84 540 239 104 .03, p-.8679 

341 323 84 357 21 25-30 280 .50, p=.4 781 
Robbery >30 261 185 64 408 295 103 . 76, p=.3838 

.51 ' p=.7740 

log rank .96, p=.6188 .58, p=.7500 
18-24 294 118 52 501 227 75 1.68, p=.2025 

388 247 64 252 129 25-30 64 2.01' p=.1567 LCCE >30 401 130 60 391 191 50 .30, p=.5870 
.53, p=.7691 

log rank .61' p=.7376 4.35, p=.1135 

3.6.4 Age of criminal career onset 

a. What was the age of offending onset (as derived from PNC records) for 

offenders enrolled in the LCCE? Were there differences between the 

burglary and robbery experiments, or control and experimental 

conditions? 

The mean age of offending onset as recorded on PNC was 16.87 in the 

burglary experiment, 19.17 in the robbery experiment and 17.70 for the 

combined LCCE. Table 3.6.4ai presents descriptive statistics by experiment 
--.. 

and experimental condition. The minimum age of onset was 8 in the burglary 

experimental condition and12 in the robbery control and experiment 

conditions. The oldest age of onset was 39 in the burglary control condition 

and 43 in the robbery experimental condition. T -tests indicated that the 

control and experimental conditions were equivalent statistically in the 

burglary and robbery experiments and the combined LCCE. 

Table 3.6.4ai: Descriptive Statistics for Age of Onset (PNC) by 
Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment 
Control Experimental Statistic 

M in Max Median Mean so M in Max Median Mean so T statistic p value 
Burglary 10 39 16 16.72 4.62 8 37 16 17.01 5.49 -0.43 
Robbery 12 38 18 19.88 6.05 12 43 17 18.39 5.54 1.45 
LCCE 10 39 16.5 17.92 5.42 8 43 16 17.48 5.53 0.76 

For the purpose of creating survival distributions and analysis, three 

onset age groups were created: 
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o Offenders who were 14 years old or younger 

o Offenders who were 15, 16 or 17 years old 

o Offenders who were 18 years and older when they committed their 
first offence resulting in a caution, reprimand, warning or conviction 
on PNC. 

Table 3.6.4aii and Graph 3.6.4aii presents the number and percent of 
each age range of onset by experiment and experimental condition. 32.16 
percent of burglary offenders, 16.41 percent of robbery offenders and 26.48 
percent of LCCE offenders committed their first offence before they were 15 
years old. The majority of offenders in the burglary experiment commenced 
offending from the age of 15 to 17 (44.05 percent) whilst the majority of 
robbery offenders (49.22 percent) started offending after the age of 17. 

Table 3.6.4aii: Age of Onset (PNC) by Experiment 
and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Exp Age Onset Control Experimental LCCE 
N % N % N % 

~ 
8-14 33 30.28 40 33.90 73 32.16 

1'0 15-17 53 48.62 47 39.83 100 44.05 Cl ... 18-43 23 21.10 31 26.27 54 23.79 ::::11 
m 

Total 109 100.00 118 100.00 227 100.00 
8-14 ~ 

12 17.91 9 14.75 21 16.41 ~ 
G) 15-17 16 23.88 28 45.90 44 34.38 ..D 

..D 18-43 39 58.21 24 39.34 63 49.22 0 
a: 

Total 67 100.00 61 100.00 128 100.00 
8-14 45 25.57 49 27.37 94 26.48 w 15-17 69 39.20 75 41.90 144 40.56 (,) 

(,) 
18-43 62 35.23 55 30.73 117 32.96 -1 

Total 176 100.00 179 100.00 355 100.00 
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Graph 3.6.4aii: Age Onset by Experiment and Experimental 
Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Burglary Robbery 

Age Group and Experiment 

b. Did age of onset as indicated on PNC have an impact on time to 

failure? 

Cox proportional hazard regression was computed for age of first 

offence and results are displayed in Table 3.6.4b by experiment. Time to 

failure was not significantly related to age of onset as a continuous variable for 

PNC in the burglary, robbery or combined LCCE. 

Table 3.6.4b: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression. Age of Offending Onset (PNC) 
and Time to Failure by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment 8 SE Wald df Si g. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp(B) 

Lower Upper 
Burglary -0.015 0.017 0.761 1 0.383 0.985 0.952 1.019 
Robbery 0.004 0.023 0.033 1 0.856 1.004 0.961 1.049 
LCCE -0.014 0.014 1.006 1 0.316 0.986 0.960 1.013 

c. Did offenders who started offending at an earlier age reoffend faster 

than offenders who started offending later in life? 

Survival means were generated in SPSS on the three age of onset 

groups and are displayed in Table 3.6.4c. lt was clear from the results that 

offenders who started offending early, reoffended faster than offenders whose 

criminal career started later in life. In the burglary experiment, for example, 

offenders whose onset age was before 15, for example, had a mean time to 

failure of 344 days whilst offenders who started offending after the age of 18 
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had a mean time to failure of 386. Robbery offenders who started offending 

before the age of 15 had a mean time to failure 286 days whilst older onset 

offenders (18 or over) had a mean time to failure of 578 days. Log rank tests, 
however, did not report any significant differences in survival means for the 

three onset groups by experiment. 

Table 3.6.4c: Age of Onset (PNC) and Mean Time to 
Failure by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment 
Age of 

Mean Median SE Onset 
8-14 344 82 55 
15-17 365 130 48 Burglary 
18-43 386 170 62 
Total .48, p=.7852 
8-14 286 154 72 
15-17 314 239 60 Robbery 
18-43 578 322 80 
Total 2.14, p=.3428 
8-14 347 95 48 
15-17 372 145 43 LCCE 
18-43 498 242 55 
Total 3.62, p=.1638 

d. Was there a significant interaction between age of onset (PNC) and 

restorative~ justice in predicting time to failure? 

Cox regression was computed initially in SPSS to determine main 

interaction effects. Results suggested that the age of the first offence as 

indicated on PNC did not interact significantly with restorative justice and 

predict time to failure in the burglary, robbery or combined LCCE (Table 
3.6.4di). 

Table 3.6.4di: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression. Interaction of Age of Onset (PNC) and 
Experimental Condition on Time to Fa ilure by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment Variable(s) B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp(B) 
Lower 

Burglary Age1 stPNC*Condition 0.000 0.009 0.000 1 0.982 1.000 0.983 
Robbery Age1 stPNC*Condition 0.006 0.012 0.301 1 0.584 1.006 0.984 
LCCE Age 1st P NC*Condition 0.001 0.007 0.027 1 0.870 1.001 0.987 

Kaplan Meier survival means were generated and are presented in 
Table 3.6.4dii. Burglary offenders who committed their first PNC offence 
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before the age of 15 had marginally longer survival means (346 days) in the 

experimental condition as compared to the control condition (324 days) whilst 

robbery offenders in the same onset group were slower to reoffend in the 

control condition (274 days) than if they had taken part in restorative justice 

(mean time to failure was 209 days). 

Offenders whose PNC reflected an onset age of 18 years or more 

reoffended more slowly in the restorative justice condition in both the burglary 

and robbery experiments and combined LCCE. In particular, robbery 

offenders had a mean time to failure of 410 days in the control condition and 

630 days in the experimental condition but the standard error was high 

(SD=128) suggesting that the results may not be truly indicative of a positive 

interaction between RJ and older age of onset. 

The log rank tests indicated that there was not a significant interaction 

between age of onset and restorative justice in predicting time to failure in the 

burglary, robbery or combined LCCE. 

Table 3.6.4dii: Age at of Onset (PNC) and Mean Time to Failure 

by Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Age of Control Experimental Experiment 
Experiment Onset " Mean Median SE Mean Median SE Log rank (df=1) Log rank df(2) 

8-14 324 82 78 346 85 71 .13, p=.7156 

Burglary 
15-17 384 112 68 328 146 61 .00, p=.9732 

.45, p=.7980 
18-43 336 216 85 360 169 67 .1 0, p=.7500 

log rank .31 ' p=.8575 .27, p=.8722 I :: '::·: < ::. :: .. :: :::-.· 
8-14 274 185 83 209 122 71 .01 ' p=.9039 

Robbery 
15-17 262 68 78 306 239 66 .21 ' p=.6484 

2.27, p=.3209 
18-43 410 322 68 630 451 128 .19, p=.6610 

log rank 1.30, p=.5211 .99, p=.6092 1::.::::::· :;::,: .. ::::::: > ,.-.::::· 

8-14 321 95 65 361 122 66 .16, p=.6909 

LCCE 15-17 394 107 63 339 191 51 .09, p=.7610 
3.67, p=.1596 

18-43 420 234 65 531 170 79 .1 0, p=.7569 
log rank 2.05, p=.3583 1.63, p=.4425 1·:.· .. ·:::.· :::. ·.· .::· .. 

3.6.5 Gender, race, age at random assignment and age of onset 

Having reviewed gender, race, age at random assignment and age of 

onset, analysis was then conducted to determine if a combination of variables 

had a significant impact on time to failure or interacted with restorative justice. 

Where survival means were generated, the same age ranges were used as 

for the individual variable analysis. 
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Initially, gender, race (White/non White), age at random assignment 

and age at first PNC offence was put into the Cox regression model. Results, 

displayed in Table 3.6.5, indicated that gender (HR=.437, Cl .253-.756, 

p::.003) and race (HR=.67, Cl .474-.948, p=.024) were significantly related to 

time to failure in the burglary experiment. Gender was the only variable 

significantly related to survival time in the robbery experiment (HR=8.664, Cl 

1.188-63.205, p=.033) but the confidence interval was wide ranging. When 

gender, race, age at random assignment and age at onset were put into the 

model for the burglary and robbery experiments combined, none of the test 

variables had a significant impact on time to failure. 

Combined variables were then explored using Cox regression: 

o Gender and race 

0 Gender and age at random assignment 

o Gender and age of onset (PNC) 

o Race and age at random assignment 

o Race and age of onset (PNC) 

o Age at random assignment and age of onset 

In the burglary experiment, gender and race interacted significantly with 

time to failure (HR=.635, Cl .457-.883, p=.007), as well as gender and age at 

random assignment (HR=.982, Cl.968-.996, p=.013), gender and age of PNC 

onset (HR=.969, Cl .945-.994, p=.017), race and age at random assignment 

(HR=.99, Cl .979-1.000, p=.049) and race and age of PNC onset (HR=.982, 

Cl .964-1.000, p=.049). 

In relation to the robbery experiment, the interaction of gender with age 

at random assignment and gender with age of PNC onset had a significant 

impact on time to failure. Given the small number of females in the robbery 

experiment (n=8) and that all but one were censored, these results may not 

be reliable. 

Results displayed in table 3.6.5 indicated that none of the combinations 

of variables were significantly related to time to failure for the robbery and 

burglary experiments combined. 
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r-
Table 3.6.5: Cox Proportional Hazard Regressions: Gender, Race (White/Non-White), Age at RA, Age Onset (PNC) and Experimental Condition by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n::355) 

Interaction Term 8 SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp(B) Exp 
Lower Upper r- Gender -0.827 0.279 8.757 1 0.003 0.437 0.253 0.756 RaceW/NW -0.4 0.177 5.127 1 0.024 0.67 0.474 0.948 AgeA1RA -0.013 0.011 1.429 1 0.232 0.987 0.966 1.008 Age1stPNC -0.016 0.019 0.741 1 0.389 0.984 0.949 1.021 Gender'RaceW/NW -0.454 0.168 7.279 1 0.007 0.635 0.457 0.883 Gender' AgeA1RA -0.018 0.007 6.232 1 0.013 0.982 0.968 0.996 

>- Gender'Age1stPNC -0.031 0.013 5.705 1 0.017 0.969 0.945 0.994 .. 
RaceW/NW' AgeA1RA -0.01 0.005 3.869 1 0.049 0.99 0.979 1.000 

.!!! 
en RaceW/NW' Age 1 stPNC -0.019 0.009 3.89 1 0.049 0.982 0.964 1.000 
:; 

lXI Age1 stPNC'AgeA1RA -0.001 0 1.912 1 0.167 0.999 0.999 1.000 Gender'RaceW/NW'Condition -0.23 0.197 1.363 1 0.243 0.795 0.54 1.169 Gender' AgeA1RA 'Condition -0.003 0.005 0.459 1 0.498 0.997 0.987 1.006 Gender' Age 1 stPNC 'Condition -0.006 0.009 0.39 1 0.533 0.994 0.976 1.013 RaceW/NW' AgeA1RA 'Condition -0.005 0.006 0.904 1 0.342 0.995 0.983 1.006 RaceW/NW' Age1 stPNC'Condition -0.008 0.01 0.61 2 1 0.434 0.992 0.972 1.012 Age1 stPNC'AgeA1RA'Condition 0 0 0.178 1 0.674 1.000 0.999 1.000 Gender 2. 159 1.014 4.535 1 0.033 8.664 1.188 63.205 RaceW/NW 0.197 0.27 0.535 1 0.464 1.218 0.718 2.066 AgeA1RA 0.006 0.017 0.122 1 0.727 1.006 0.973 1.039 Age1stPNC 0.003 0.024 0.017 1 0.897 1.003 0.958 1.05 Gender'RaceW/NW 0.389 0.262 2.209 1 0.137 1.476 0.883 2.466 Gender' AgeA1RA 0.024 0.012 4.402 1 0.036 1.025 1.002 1.048 >- Gender' Age 1 stPNC 0.031 0.016 3.966 1 0.046 1.032 1.000 1.064 
.. 
41 RaceW/NW' AgeA1RA 0.005 0.009 0.33 1 0.566 1.005 0.987 1.024 
.c 
.c RaceW/NW' Age 1 stPNC 0.001 0.014 0.003 1 0.953 1.001 0.974 1.028 
0 a: Age 1 stPNC 'AgeA1RA 0 0 0.321 1 0.571 1.000 0.999 1.001 Gender'RaceW/NW'Condition 0.219 0.314 0.486 1 0.486 1.245 0.672 2.306 Gender' AgeA1RA 'Condition 0.015 0.009 3.119 1 0.077 1.015 0.998 1.033 Gender' Age1 stPNC'Condition 0.017 0.011 2.181 1 0.14 1.017 0.995 1.039 RaceW/NW' AgeA1RA 'Condition -0.002 0.011 0.025 1 0.875 0.998 0.977 1.02 RaceW/NW' Age1 stPNC'Condition -0.003 0.016 0.044 1 0.833 0.997 0.967 1.028 Age 1 stPNC' AgeA1RA 'Condition 0 0 0.727 1 0.394 1.000 1.000 1.001 Gender -0.07 0.258 0.073 1 0.787 0.933 0.562 1.547 RaceW/NW -0.148 0.144 1.061 1 0.303 0.862 0.65 1.143 AgeA1RA -0.003 0.009 0.16 1 0.689 0.997 0.98 1.014 Age1stPNC -0.015 0.014 1.142 1 0.285 0.985 0.958 1.013 Gender'RaceW/NW -0.151 0.141 1.147 1 0.284 0.86 0.652 1.134 Gender' AgeA1RA -0.002 0.006 0.16 1 0.689 0.998 0.986 1.01 Gender'Age1stPNC -0.007 0.01 0.468 1 0.494 0.993 0.975 1.012 w 

RaceW/NW' AgeA1RA -0.004 0.005 0.919 1 0.338 0.996 0.987 1.005 
0 
0 

RaceW/NW' Age 1 stPNC -0.01 0.008 1.744 1 0.187 0.99 0.975 1.005 
-1 

Age1stPNC'AgeA1RA 0 0 0.67 1 0.413 1.000 0.999 1.000 Gender'RaceW/NW'Condition -0.086 0.167 0.264 1 0.607 0.918 0.662 1.272 Gender'AgeA1RA'Condition 0.002 0.004 0.141 1 0.707 1.002 0.993 1.01 Gender' Age1 stPNC'Condition 0.002 0.007 0.071 1 0.79 1.002 0.988 1.016 RaceW/NW' AgeA1RA 'Condition -0.004 0.005 0.526 1 0.468 0.996 0.986 1.006 RaceW/NW' Age1 stPNC'Condition -0.006 0.009 0.507 1 0.476 0.994 0.977 1.011 Age1stPNC'AgeA1RA'Condition 0 0 0.005 1 0.945 1.000 1.000 1.000 

Cox proportional hazard regression helped to identify combinations of 
variables that warranted further investigation. Kaplan Meier survival analysis 
Was then conducted on significant interactions in the burglary experiment. 
The robbery experiment was excluded from further analysis as only 

Chapter 3, Gender, Race, Age and Restorative Justice-122-



interactions with gender were significant. As there were only 8 female 
robbers, further classification by additional variables such as race or age 
would reduce the number even further and make the results discountable. 

3.6.5a Gender and race 

Survival means were generated to clarify the interaction of gender and 
race in the burglary experiment. Results presented in Table 3.6.5ai indicated 
that Non-White males reoffended significantly faster than White males (log 
rank = 4.42, p=.0354) and White females reoffended significantly faster than 
White males (log rank = 8.01, p=.0047). Of the 17 White females in the 
burglary experiment, 15 had reoffended in the review period. Of the 2 Non
White females, 1 had reoffended in the review period and 1 was censored. 

Table 3.6.5ai: Gender and Race (White/Non-White) and Mean Time to Failure, 
Burglary Experiment (n=227) 

Gender/ Race 
Gender/ 

Number Mean Median SE Log Rank Race 

White Male 124 445 191 46 8.01' p=.0047 Female 17 122 56 39 

Non-White 
Male 84 307 102 48 

1.69, p=.1934 Female 2 35 35 0 

Male 
White 124 445 191 46 

4.42, p=.0354 Non-White 84 307 102 48 

Female 
White 17 122 56 39 

.62, p=.4301 Non-White 2 35 35 0 

A review of survival means by experimental condition was then 
conducted. As there was only 1 Non-White female in the experimental and 
control condition, survival means were only generated for male offenders in 
the burglary experiment (n=208). 

Results from Kaplan Meier analysis are presented in table 3.6.5aii. 
The survival means were the same for Non-White males in the control and 
experimental condition (285 days) but Non-White males reoffended faster 
than White males in either the control (432 days) or experimental condition 
(451 days). The log rank test indicated that White and non White offenders 
had significantly different survival means (log rank = 4.21, p=.0402) but the 
log rank tests were not significant by experimental condition suggesting that 
there was no interaction effect between restorative justice and male + gender. 
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Graph 3.6.5aii illustrates the survival functions for White and Non-White male 
offenders in the burglary experiment. 

-
Table 3.6.5aii: Male Offenders by Race (White/ Non-White) and Mean Time to Failure 

by Experimental Condition, Burglary Experiment (n=208) 

Control Experimental 
Gender Race 

Mean Median SE Mean Median 
White 432 129 66 451 217 

Male Non-White 285 74 67 285 102 
log rank 1.68, p=.1952 2.55, p=.11 00 

Graph 3.6.5aii: Survival Functions, Male Offenders by Race, 
Burglary Experiment (n=208) 
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3.6.5b Gender and age at random assignment (RA) 

Log rank (df=1) 
SE 

65 .20, p=.6566 
51 .07, p=.7867 

Experiment 
Log rank df(3) 

4.21, p=.0402 

Kaplan Meier survival functions and log rank tests reported that female 
offenders who were between the age of 25 and 30 reoffended significantly 
faster (mean = 110 days) than males (mean = 350 days) in the same age 
range at random assignment (log rank= 4.87, p=.0273). Females under the 
age of 25 at random assignment also reoffended faster (mean = 81 days) than 
males in the same age range (mean = 350 days) but this was just short of 
being statistically significant (log rank= 2.96, p=.0855). Females over the age 
of 30 had a mean time to failure of 183 days and males had a mean survival 
time of 430 days but this was not significant (log rank = .00, p=.9592). Table 
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3.6.5bi presents the survival means for male and female offenders by age 

group in the burglary experiment. 

Table 3.6.5bi: Gender, Age at RA and Mean Time to Failure, 
Burglary Experiment (n=227) 

Age at RA Gender Number Mean Median SE Log Rank 

18-24 Male 50 350 118 66 2.96, p=.0855 
Female 5 81 36 38 

25-30 
Male 48 337 169 55 

4.87, p=.0273 
Female 10 110 35 53 

>30 
Male 110 430 130 51 

.00, p=.9592 
Female 4 183 247 74 

As there were 5 or less females in two of the three age groups, only 

male offenders and age of random assignment in the burglary experiment 

were analysed by experimental condition. Kaplan Meier survival means 

generated in SPSS are displayed in 3.5bii. Results indicated that male 

burglary offenders who were between 18 and 24 at random assignment had 

over twice the mean time to failure in the experimental (440 days) as 

compared to the control condition (182 days) indicating that younger offenders 

took longer to reoffend if they had taken part in restorative justice. Offenders 

older than 24 had longer survival means in the control condition - 152 days 

longer than the experimental condition for offenders who were between 25 

and 30 and 64 days longer if offenders were over 30 on the RA date. The log 

rank tests were not significant within or between experimental conditions for 

any of the age groups. 

Table 3.6.5bii: Male Offender and Age at Random Assignment by Experimental Condition, 

Burglary Experiment (n=208) 

Gender Age Range at Control Condition Experimental Condition Experiment 
RA Log rank (df=1) Log rank df(3) 

Mean Median SE Mean Median SE 
18-24 182 74 45 440 217 94 2.30, p=.1295 

Male 25-30 416 281 84 264 146 65 1.35, p=.2445 .45, p=. 7987 
>30 415 127 73 351 162 51 .04, p=.8479 

'- Log rank 2.71, p=.2580 .40, p=.8198 
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3.6.5c Gender and age of onset (PNC) 

The three age groups used for previous analysis (8-14, 15-17 and 18-
43) were also used in this section to simplify output using Kaplan Meier 
survival functions in SPSS. Females in the burglary experiment committed 
their first PNC recorded offence between the age of 15 and 21. 
Consequently, further analysis with females excluded the 8-14 onset age 
group. 

The relationship between age of onset and gender was first explored 
generally. Results displayed in Table 3.6.5ci indicated that female offenders 
reoffended significantly faster than males in both of the age of onset groups. 
Females who started offending between the age of 15 and 17 had a mean 
survival time of 140 days as compared to 389 days for males in the same 
onset group (log rank= 3.92, p=.0476). Females whose offending 
commenced after the age of 18 had a survival mean of 91 days as compared 
to 429 days for males (log rank = 6.29, p=.0122). 

Analysis also compared the survival means of the age of onset groups 
by gender. Male offenders, who started offending before the age of 15, 
reoffended faster (mean = 344 days) than offenders with an older age of onset 
(mean = 389 days and 429 days). Female offenders whose onset occurred 
after the age of 17 however, reoffended faster than females who started 
offending before the age of 18 (mean = 91 days to failure and 140 days, 
respectively). 

Table 3.6.5ci: Gender, Age at 1st PNC Offence and Mean Time to Failure, 
Burglary Experiment (n=227) 

Age 1st 
Gender Number Mean Median SE Log Rank PNC 

15-17 Male 87 389 145 52 
3.92, p=.0476 Female 13 140 56 56 

18-43 Male 48 429 286 69 
6.29, p=.0122 Female 6 91 29 36 

8-14 73 344 82 55 
15-17 Male 87 389 145 52 1.35, p=.5083 
18-43 48 429 286 69 
15-17 

Female 13 140 56 56 
.38, p=.5354 18-43 6 91 29 36 
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Survival means were generated by experimental condition to determine 
whether restorative justice interacted with both gender and age of onset and 
predicted time to failure. Results presented in Table 3.6.5cii suggest that 
burglary females with an early onset reoffended faster in the experimental 
condition whilst older onset females reoffended faster in the control condition. 
Male offenders had very similar mean survival times in the experimental and 
control condition. 

Significant results were observed when comparing males and females 
by age of onset. Females who started offending between the age of 15 and 
17 and who had taken part in restorative justice, reoffended significantly faster 
(mean = 46 days) than males (mean = 354 days) with a similar onset range 
and who were also in the experimental condition (log rank = 8.66, p=.0032). 
Female offenders whose PNC report reported an onset of offending after the 
age of 17 reoffended significantly faster (mean= 87 days) than comparable 
males (mean = 399 days) in the control condition (log rank = 5.63, p=.0177). 
Taken together, these results suggest that restorative justice may have a 
negative effect (in terms of reoffending time) for female offenders with an early 
age of onset. Given the small sample size of females in this analysis (n=19), 
however, more research is warranted to explore the relationship between 
restorative justice, gender and age of onset. 

Table 3.6.5cii: Gender, Age at 1st PNC Offence and Mean Time to Failure 
by Experimental Condition, Burglary Experiment (n=227) 

Age 1st Control Experimental 
Experiment PNC Gender Log rank ( df=1) 

Offence Mean Median SE Mean Median SE Log rank df(3) 

Male 406 118 75 354 191 65 .02, p=.8765 
15-17 Female 166 81 71 46 21 19 1.17, p=.2786 .05, p=.8302 

Log rank .57, p=.4518 8.66, p=.0032 >>" 

Male 399 286 100 379 169 71 .00, p=.9589 
.00, p=.9811 18-43 Female 87 15 49 100 29 71 .00, p=.9512 

Log rank 5.63, p=.0177 1.21' p=.2716 
8-14 324 82 78 346 85 71 .13, p=.7156 
15-17 

Male 406 118 75 354 191 65 .02, p=.8765 1.29, p=.5251 
18-43 399 286 100 379 169 71 .00, p=.9589 

Log rank . 93, p=.6290 .44, p=.8027 · . 

15-17 166 81 71 46 21 19 1.17, p=.2786 
18-43 Female 87 15 49 100 29 71 .00, p=.9512 .06, p=.8137 

Log rank .85, p=.3572 . 64, p=.4244 · .. 
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3.6.5d Race and age at random assignment 

Analysis comparing race and age at random assignment (RA) was 

conducted. For consistency purposes, the same age at RA groups that were 

used in previous analysis were used in this section: 18-24, 25-30 and >30. 

Results suggested that Non-White offenders in each of the three RA age 

groups reoffended faster than White offenders in the same age range. 

Offenders who were between 25 and 30 when their case was randomly 

assigned were the quickest to reoffend (mean= 217 days) and White 

offenders who were over 30 when they agreed to take part in the programme 

took the longest to reoffend (431 days). The log rank tests comparing the age 

at RA by racial group were not significant for any of the three age groups. 

Table 3.6.5di presents the survival means and log rank tests for race and age 

at random assignment. 

Table 3.6.5di: Race, Age at RA and Mean Time to Failure, 
Burglary Experiment (n=227) 

Age at RA Race Number Mean Median SE Log Rank 

18-24 
White 33 384 110 84 

.08, p=.7769 Non-White 22 220 109 44 

25-30 
White 41 356 146 66 

1.74, p=.1877 Non-White 17 217 81 67 

>30 
Wl:t)te 67 431 191 62 

1.40, p=.2370 Non-White 47 399 65 76 

Age at RA and race were further broken down by experimental 

condition and results are presented in Table 3.6.5dii. Interestingly, White 

offenders who were randomly assigned before the age of 25 took over 400 

days longer to reoffend in the experimental condition (mean= 531 days) thi:m 

the control condition (125 days), however, the standard error was very high 

(SE=122). ·White offenders who were randomly assigned between the age of 

25 and 30 took longer to reoffend in the control condition (mean= 429 days) 

than the experimental condition (182 days). The survival functions for White 

offenders who were under 25 and between 25 and 30 at RA are presented in 
Graph 3.6.5dii. 

Non-White offenders who were under 25 or over 30 had similar survival 

means in the control and experimental condition but offenders who were 

between 25 and 30 at random assignment had a longer survival mean in the 
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experimental condition (mean = 252 days) than the control condition (mean = 
169 days). The log rank tests for equality of survival distributions were not 
significant within or between experimental conditions or for the selected age at 
RA groups suggesting that there was not an interaction effect for RJ with race 

+age at RA. 

Table 3.6.5dii: Race, Age at RA and Mean Time to Failure by 
by Experimental Condition, Burglary Experiment (n=227) 

Age at RA 
Control Experimental Age at RA 

Mean Median SE Mean Median 
White 125 37 41 531 18-24 

Non-White 227 74 67 218 
White 429 112 89 182 25-30 

Non-White 169 35 84 252 
White 418 130 89 359 >30 

Non-White 365 73 107 328 

Graph 3.6.5dii: White Burglary Offenders by Age at RA and 
Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=96) 
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3.5.6e Race and age of onset (PNC) 

RaceAgeRACond 
- 18-24 Control 
- 18·24 Exp 

25-30 Control 
- 25-30Exp 

+ 18·24 Control-
censored 

+ 18-24 Exp-
censored 

25-30 Control-
censored 

+ 25-30 Exp· 
censored 

227 
109 
146 

81 
191 
58 

SE 
Log rank (df=1) 

122 3.48, p=.6020 
62 .00, p: .9983 
48 1.50, p=.2204 

101 .74, p=.3906 
61 .04, p=.8457 
77 .00, p=.9499 

Experiment 
Log rank df(1) 

.03, p=.8723 

.60, p=.4368 

1.27, p=.2594 

Race and the recorded age at which burglary offenders started 
offending on PNC was reviewed. Survival means, listed in table 3.6.5ei, 
reported that Non-White offenders reoffended at a faster than White offenders 
in each of the three onset age groups. White offenders who were over 18 
When they committed their first offence on PNC had the longest mean time to 
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failure (465 days). Non-White offenders who started offending before the age 

of 15 had the shortest suNival time (235 days). 

Table 3.6.5ei: Race, Age of 1st PNC and Mean Time to Failure, 
Burglary Experiment (n=227) 

Age 1st 
Race Number Mean Median SE Log Rank PNC 

White 47 394 85 73 
1.04, p=.3085 8-14 

Non-White 26 235 65 67 

15-17 
White 63 371 133 58 

.27, p=.6062 Non-White 37 334 127 73 

18-43 
White 31 465 216 90 

1.77, p=.1836 Non-White 23 275 74 68 
18-14 47 394 85 73 

White 15-17 63 371 133 58 .76, p=.6831 
18-43 31 465 216 90 
18-14 26 235 65 67 

Non-White 15-17 37 334 127 73 .62, p=.7340 
18-43 23 275 74 68 

Race and age of PNC onset was further broken down by experimental 

condition. White offenders who started offending before the age of 18 had a 

longer mean time to failure if they had taken part in restorative justice in 

addition to court than if their cases had been dealt with by the court alone. 

Non-White offenders who commenced offending before the age of 15 or after 

the age of 17 reoffended at a slower rate in the experimental condition than 

the control condition. Non-White offenders who started offending before the 

age of 15 or after the age of 17 reoffended faster than White Offenders with a 

comparable onset range in either experimental condition. The log rank tests 

were not significant within or between experimental conditions suggesting that 

restorative justice did not interact significantly with race+ age of onset (Table 
3.6.5eii). 
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Table 3.6.5eii: Race, Age 1st PNC and Mean Time to Failure by 
by Experimental Condition, Burglary Experiment (n=227) 

Age 1st Age at RA Control Experimental 
Log rank ( df=1) Experiment PNC Mean Median SE Mean Median SE Log rank df(1) White 382 82 98 395 217 100 .08, p=.7794 8-14 Non-White 118 65 41 267 58 90 .16, p=.6935 

1.46, p=.2267 
Log rank .89, p=.3447 .61 ' p=.4337 
White 336 107 73 353 191 80 .04, p=.8477 15-17 Non-White 359 127 102 266 109 77 .00, p=.9696 

.19, p=.6615 
Log rank .05, p=.8159 .16, p=.6913 
White 418 216 122 404 170 94 .11 ' p=.7395 18-43 Non-White 218 74 86 308 70 91 .35, p=.5548 1.72, p=.1901 Log rank .85, p=.3562 .88, p=.3481 
18-14 382 82 98 395 217 100 .08, p=.7794 

White 
15-17 336 107 73 353 191 80 .04, p=.8477 18-43 418 216 122 404 170 94 .11' p=.7395 Log rank .31 , p=.8543 .59, p=.7440 .85, p=.6529 18-14 118 65 41 267 58 90 .16, p=.6935 

Non-White 
15-17 359 127 102 266 109 77 .00, p=.9696 18-43 218 74 86 308 70 91 .35, p=.5548 .95, p=.6213 Log rank 1.75, p=.4177 .04, p=.9790 

3.6.6 Summary of results 

The results for gender, race, age at random assignment and age of 
onset require so~e unravelling. The following were the main findings: 

3.6.6a Gender 

1. 92 percent of offenders in the LCCE were male (n=328) and 8 percent 
(n=27) were female. 

2. Female offenders reoffended significantly faster than male offenders in 
the burglary (log rank = 6.98, p=.0082) experiment. Males in the 
robbery experiment reoffended significantly faster than females (log 
rank = 6.19, p=.0129). However, the standard error for female survival 
means was very high (SE 136), in part because 7 of the 8 female 
offenders in the robbery experiment had not reoffended in the review 
period. This may suggest that restorative justice has had a significant 
impact on reducing reoffending amongst robbery females, but a larger 
sample size would be needed to confirm this effect. 
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3. Analysis on gender by experimental condition was only conducted on 
the burglary experiment as all females in the robbery control condition 
were censored. Between condition analysis indicated that burglary 
females reoffended significantly faster than male offenders (log rank= 
6.92, p=.0085). Whilst burglary females who took part in restorative 
justice reoffended twice as fast (68 days) as females in the control 
condition (137 days), this was not significant (p=.3775). However, 
females were significantly faster to reoffend than males within the 
burglary experimental condition (log rank= 6.24, p=.0125). Even 
though there were only 19 females in the burglary experiment, the 
highly significant results suggest an unexpected result to restorative 
justice that needs to be investigated further. 

3.6.6b Race 

1. 55.49 percent of LCCE offenders were White (n=197) and 44.51 
percent (n=158) were Non-White (Black+ Other ethnic origin). 

2. Non-White offenders in the control condition reoffended faster than 
Non-White offenders in the experimental condition for the burglary, 
robbery and combined LCCE. Non-White robbery offenders had a --.. 
mean time to failure of 330 days in the control condition and 570 days 
in the experimental condition. White offenders had slightly longer 
survival means in the experimental condition (19-21 days more) in the 
burglary and robbery experiment. These results were not statistically 
significant by experimental condition. 

3. Offender's race was not significantly related to time to failure in the 
burglary, robbery or combined LCCE. 

3.6.6c Age at random assignment 
1. For the purpose of analysis, three age groups were created: Offenders 

who were between 18 and 24, 25 and 30 and offenders who were over 
the age of 30 when their case was randomly assigned. 

2. Burglary, robbery and combined LCCE offenders who were under the 
age of 25 had longer survival means if they had been assigned to the 
restorative justice condition instead of the control condition. Young 
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burglary offenders had a mean time to failure of 166 days in the control 
condition and 424 days in the experimental condition -this difference 
in mean approached significance (log rank= 2.83, p=.0924). 

3. However, age at random assignment was not a significant ( <.05) 
predictor of time to failure in the burglary, robbery or combined LCCE, 
within or between experimental condition. 

3.6.6d Age of criminal career onset 
1. PNC records indicated that the majority of offenders (67 percent) had 

committed an offence before the age of 18. 
2. Offenders who started offending early in life, reoffended faster than 

offenders who had a later offending onset. Burglary offenders whose 
onset occurred before the age of 14, for example, had a mean time to 
failure of 344 days after random assignment and offenders who started 
offending after the age of 17 had a survival mean of 386 days. A more 
dramatic difference was observed in the robbery experiment where 
young onset offenders (8-14 years old) reoffended in 286 days (mean 
survival time) as compared to 578 days for offenders whose onset age 
was from 18 to 43. Log rank tests reported that the difference in 
survival means were not significantly different for PNC recorded onset 
in the burglary, robbery and combined LCCE. 

3. Comparing control to experimental condition for the LCCE indicated 
mixed results. The survival means were very similar in the burglary 
experiment. In the robbery experiment, offenders whose offending 
onset occurred after the age of 14 took longer to reoffend if they had 
taken part in restorative justice. Results from log rank tests suggested 
that age of onset did not interact significantly with restorative justice 
and predict time to failure. 

3.6.6e Gender, race, age at random assignment and age of onset 
1. Analysis was conducted to determine if a combination of gender, race, 

age and age of onset had an impact on time to failure and restorative 
justice. Analysis on gender was limited to the burglary experiment as 
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there were insufficient numbers of females across conditions in the 
robbery experiment. 

2. In the burglary experiment, White females reoffended significantly 
faster than White males (log rank= 8.01, p=.0047), and Non-White 
males reoffended significantly faster than White males (log rank = 4.42, 
p=.0354). 

3. Burglary females who were between the age of 25 and 30 at random 
assignment reoffended significantly faster than males in the same age 
range (log rank= 4.87, p=.0273). 

4. Female burglars whose offending onset occurred before the age of 18 
reoffended over twice as quickly as males in the same age range (log 
rank= 3.92, p=.0476). Females who were over the age 18 when they 
started offending reoffended over four times as quickly as males in the 
same onset group (log rank= 6.29, p=.0122). There was not a 
significant interaction between restorative justice, gender and age at 
random assignment in predicting time to failure, however, there were 
within condition effects. Females who took part in restorative justice 
and whose onset age was under 18, for example, reoffended 
significantly faster than males in the same condition and age range (log 
rank= 8.66', p=.0032). 

5. The survival means for Race + Age at RA, Race + age 1st PNC and 
Age RA + Age 1st PNC, were not statistically significant within or 
between experimental condition. 
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Chapter 4 
Frequency, Seriousness, Custody and Restorative justice 

Overview 
Frequency, severity and custody and offending 
Addressing high risk offending with restorative justice 
Research aims and method 
Analysis and results 
Summary of main findings 

4.1 Overview 

A consistent finding in criminological research is that past and future 
criminal behaviour is positively correlated (Nagin & Farrington 1992; 
Paternoster et al., 2001) and that a small proportion of offenders commit a 
large majority of crime (Wolfgang et al., 1972; Moffitt, 1993). Those who 
engage in frequent offending or commit more serious acts are at a greater risk 
for future and more serious crime (Farrington, 1991; Tolan & Gorman-Smith, 
1999). Frequent and serious offenders in particular may persist in offending 
because of a latent tendency to commit crime, or because over time, frequent 
offending may reEiuce internal inhibitions (Farrington & Nagin, 1992). 

Controlling frequent and serious offending has obtained great interest 
in public policy, as successful interventions with a relatively small group of 
offenders, promises to have a large impact on crime (Haapenan, Britton & 
Croisdale, 2007). Current strategies include more focussed police activity, 
harsher sentencing and more intensive supervision (Home Office, 2004b). 
Having exhausted community alternatives, frequent and/or serious offenders 
are more likely to have spent time in custody. Research suggests however, 
that these criminal justice responses may not be the most effective way of 
managing this group of offenders (Homes, Walmsley & Debidin, 2005; Worrall 
et al., 2003). 

Restorative justice has been referred to as a 'global phenomenon' (Van 
Ness, 2005:1) and is emerging as an increasingly important component of 
criminological practice at the government and community level (Latimer et al., 
2005). Research suggests that restorative justice works best with more 
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serious rather than less serious crimes (Sherman & Strang, 2007). More 
research is needed, however, to determine whether restorative justice is 
effective with more rather than less serious or frequent offenders. The 
London Crown Court Experiments provided an opportunity to explore the 
impact of offending frequency and seriousness, time in custody and 
restorative justice in a sample of adult burglary and robbery offenders. 

This chapter reviews criminal career and restorative justice literature on 
frequency, seriousness and time in custody, provides a list of key research 
aims and methods used, presents results and a summary of main findings. 

4.2 Frequency, Seriousness and Custody 

4.2.1 Frequency 

Criminological research is fundamentally about exploring rates of 
offending over time. Aggregate crime rates, such as those presented in 
national crime surveys, provide useful indicators of crime trends and criminal 
participation in a population comprising of offenders and non-offenders 
(Biumstein, Cohen & Farrington, 1988a). In contrast, individual crime rates or 
frequency reflect the average annual rate of offending among a subgroup of 

~ 

the population which is criminally active (Biumstein et al., 1988a). Frequency, 
often denoted by the Greek letter lambda 'A, reflects the degree of individual 
criminality and is therefore a key component to contextualising the longitudinal 
sequence of crimes committed by an individual offender that define his or her 
criminal career (Biumstein et al., 1986; Blumstein et al., 1988). 

The Home Office defines frequent or persistent offenders as those who 
are 18 years or older and who have been convicted of six or more recordable 
offences in a twelve month period (Homes, Walmsley & Debidin, 2005:2). To 
illustrate the importance of offending frequency, take an example in which two 
male offenders commenced their criminal career at age 15 and both have 
been arrested for 20 similar offences without prior custodial sentences. 
Offender A is 20 years old and Offender B is 25 years old. Offender A was 
arrested for 20 offences in 5 years (4 arrests per year) and Offender B was 
arrested for 20 offences in 10 years (2 arrests per year). Even though the 
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overall number of arrests is the same, Offender A's arrest frequency is twice 
that of Offender B and may require a different criminal justice response 
(Bushway & Piehl, 2007). The term frequency can apply to two important 
features: the number of times active offenders commit different types of 
offences and the rate at which offenders commit each offence type (MORI, 

2004). 

As research consistently shows that most crime is committed by a 
small subgroup of offenders who commit crime frequently (Piquero et al., 
2003), understanding what contributes to offending frequency is an important 
topic for government and criminal career research. Identifying characteristics 
of active and persistent offenders in particular, is likely to further knowledge 
on factors that will have the greatest influence on criminal behaviour in 
general (Haapanen et al., 2007). Blumstein et al. (1986), for example, 
reported that the probability of a subsequent arrest increases proportionally 
with the number of previous arrests using data drawn from several longitudinal 
studies (Philadelphia Cohort, Cambridge Study and Marion County Oregon 
Youth Study). 

In a comprehensive review of the criminal career literature, Piquero et 
al. (2003) reported that high rate offenders were more likely to continue 
offending than lower rate offenders. In addition, higher levels of offending 
were reported amongst property offenders than violent offenders, and higher 
levels of offending appeared amongst offenders who had spent time in 
custody (Biumstein et al., 1986). Blumstein et al. (1986) also noted that the 
individual offending rates of active offenders do not vary considerably with 
demographics (age, gender and race), although active offenders who begin 
their offending career early, have long periods of unemployment, and are 
heavy drug users 'generally commit crimes at a higher rate than most other 
offenders' (Piquero et al., 2003:379). The Crime and Justice Survey (Budd, 
Sharp & Mayhew, 2005:vii) estimates that in 2003 there were 3.8 million 
active offenders in England and Wales between the age of 10 and 65, 26 
percent of whom (2 percent of the whole population) accounted for 82 percent 
of all offences measured. 

There is not a single defining characteristic that differentiates frequent 
offenders from other offenders; rather, frequent offenders appear to possess a 
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lower ability to restrain their offending behaviour 'in response to internal and 
external constraints' (Haapenan et al., 2007); this may because of a latent 
tendency to commit crime, or because over time, frequent offending may 
reduce internal inhibitions (Farrington & Nagin, 1992). Multiple risk factors 
that are generally associated with delinquent behaviour such as high 
impulsivity and difficult temperament, poor parental supervision and weak 
bonding to parents, peers and school are likely to contribute to persistent 
offending (Loeber & Farrington, 2000). 

4.2.2 Seriousness 

What is a serious offence? The United Nations conducted an analytical 
study on serious crime in which they investigated whether countries qualified 
offences as serious in their legislation and if so, what criteria was used for 
such qualification (United Nations, 1999). Only 16 of the 45 states responding 
had in their legislation a specific statutory classification of offences that were 
'serious' which was based on the term of imprisonment, the trial procedure 
utilized and/or other criteria. The United Kingdom is one of the countries 
whose legislation does not categorize 'serious' offences. However, offences 
that can only be dealt with in the magistrates' court, where the punishments ~ 

given are up to six months in prison and/or a maximum fine of £5,000, are not 
usually considered serious (United Nations, 1999). Indictable only offences 
(e.g. robbery, burglary), sexual offences (non consensual) or offences with 
sexual overtones, offences where a death resulted, offences with child victims 
and offences in which a conviction is likely to result in a significant sentence · 
are examples of serious offences (CPS, 2005). lt is important to note, 
however, that governmental decisions on what constitutes a 'serious' or not so 
serious offence, cannot fully take into account the actual impact that these 
various crimes have on real crime victims. Even 'similar' crimes are likely to 
impact differently on victims depending on their personal history and other 
characteristics. 

Establishing whether some offenders specialise in serious offending or 
progress to more serious offending during their criminal career has been the 
focus of much criminological research. Piquero et al. (2003) summarized 
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literature on specialization in their review of criminal career literature. They 

reported that most criminal careers show indications of versatility, but there is 

some evidence of specialization. Offenders, who start offending early, may 

become more specialized as they progress into adulthood, males may 

become more specialized than females and in general, violent offences and 

property offences form distinct offence types or 'clusters' with adult offenders 

and incarcerated juveniles more likely to continue offending in their 'cluster' 

(either violent or property). 

In the Cambridge Study in Delinquent Development, Farrington (1991) 

reported that most males who had been convicted of violent offences had also 

been convicted of non-violent offences, suggesting that serious offending was 

less a product of specialisation than offending frequency. Brame, Mulvey and 

Piquero (2001) used data from two general population Philadelphia birth 

cohorts (1945 and 1958) to compare the longitudinal development of 

offenders who engaged in serious violent crime with offenders who were 

involved in other forms of criminal activity. The authors found that offenders 

who displayed relatively high (low) of violent criminal activity, also tended to 

display relatively high (low) levels of other forms of criminal activity. 

Factors such as age of offending onset, gender and race may be 

important aspects of serious offending. Generally, active male offenders 

commit more serious crimes (and particularly violent crime) than active female 

offenders (Piquero et al., 2003). Individuals who start offending early, and 

especially before the age of thirteen, have a 2-3 fold increased risk of future 

'serious, violent and chronic offending' (Loeber & Farrington, 2000: 378) . 

Other risks may contribute to serious offending such as low parental 

supervision, school exclusion and having delinquent friends and/or siblings. 

Research suggests that children exposed to multiple risk factors such as 

these are disproportionately likely to end up as serious offenders (Graham & 

Bowling, 1995). Serious offenders may display conduct problems in the pre

school years such as aggressive behaviour and have educational problems, 

poor social skills and lack strong relationships with peer and adults (Loeber, 

1988). However, 'research findings agree that no single risk factor explains 

serious and violent offending' rather, the higher the number of risk factors, the 
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greater the risk of delinquency in general and/or serious and violent offending 
in particular (Loeber & Farrington, 2000: 749). 

4.2.3 Custody 

The purpose of custody is to prevent offenders from committing crimes 
against the general public through restrictions on their movements (Moxon, 
1998). As a sentencing tool, the hope is that incarceration will also act to deter 
potential or actual offenders from committing crime because of unpleasant 
consequences, rehabilitate offenders through programmes offered in custody 
so that they no longer wish to commit crime, and maintain public confidence 
by imposing punishment that is perceived to be proportional (Moxon, 1998). 
Indeterminate custody, as a sentencing option, is part of the government's 
strategy to be 'tough on crime and criminals, and especially really dangerous 
and persistent offenders' (Home Secretary, 2006). 

Whilst persistent offenders receive a range of sentences, the most 
common disposal is committals to custody (Home Office, 2004b). The most 
serious and frequent offenders with the longest criminal careers are likely to 
have spent significant periods of time in custody. The total time spent in 
custody may therefore be indicative of the seriousness and/or persistence of a 

~ 

criminal career and provide insight into further offending. 

In a comprehensive review of the literature on the impact of 
incarceration on crime, Stemen (2007) reported that much research has 
confirmed a relationship between higher incarceration rates and lower crime 
rates; however, the effects observed are often very small, sometimes 
negligible and may be the result of methodological choices that researchers 
make (e.g. studying incarceration rates at the individual, state or national 
levels and/or controlling for other factors that influence offending rates such as 
criminal history). This suggests that there exists a complex relationship 
between incarceration and crime. Quantifying the degree to which 
incarceration has an impact on reducing crime is difficult as other factors may 
also be associated with crime rates including: changes to crime recording 
Practices and policing strategies, economic trends, geographic variations and 
employment rates (King, Mauer & Young, 2005; Stemen, 2007). 
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Kershaw and Renshaw (1997) compared the overall reconviction rates 
tor offenders released from custody or commencing community penalties in 

1993 in England and Wales and found no significant differences between the 
two disposals. Similar results were found in a two year (1995 cohort) and 
seven year follow-up (1987 cohort) of reconvictions of those released from 
custody or sentenced to community options (Kershaw, Goodman and White, 

1999). 

Whilst custody in general may not be any more effective at reducing 
reoffending than other disposals (Kershaw & Renshaw, 1997; Moxon, 1998, 
Haapanen et al., 2007), it may have the added disadvantage of causing 
negative effects through labelling, destroying relationships with family and 
have an impact on employment potential and stability (see Piquero et al., 
2003; Sampson and Laub, 1993). Haapanen et al. (2007) suggests that these 
are unfortunate side effects necessary if incarceration is to prove to offenders 
that their continued criminal behaviour will have undesirable consequences. 
Moxon (1998:98) suggests that incarceration may satisfy 'the public need for 
retribution in respect of serious offenders'. 

An important consideration in research is identifying the number of 
days an individual is in custody and therefore not at risk of offending in the 
community. In intervention studies, time in custody is normally taken into 
account from the date of the intervention, treatment or random assignment 
onwards in order to assess reoffending in the community. However, very little 
research takes into account time in custody as a central criminal history 
feature pre-intervention. Incarceration history is an important feature in the . 
lives of serious and/or frequent offenders and may, in itself, contribute to 
future offending. 

4.2.4 Frequency, seriousness and custody 

Frequency, seriousness and time in custody are often highly correlated. 
Research suggests that with increasing frequency of offending, there is an 
increase in the probability that offending will be serious and/or violent (Tracy, 
Wolfgang & Figlio, 1990). Those offenders who commit both a great variety of 
offences and a greater number of serious offences overall are considered 
'chronic' (Weis, 1986), while highly frequent offenders may be considered 
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'persistent' even if their offending is not particularly serious (Homes, Walmsley 
& Debidin, 2005). Both persistent and chronic offenders are likely to receive 
custodial sentences, having exhausted non-custodial alternatives. 

Farrington (1991) suggests that risk factors for frequent offending are 
the same as risk factors for serious offending. Piquero (2000) found that 
frequent violent offenders were almost 'indistinguishable' to frequent non
violent offenders when comparing family background variables (e.g. maternal 
education) and child variables (e.g. low birth weight) using data drawn from 
the Philadelphia Collaborative Perinatal Project. In addition, Piquero 
suggested that involvement in violence is primarily a function of increased 
frequency rather than specialisation in violent offence types. 

Whilst frequency, seriousness and custody often correlate highly, they 
should not be considered interchangeable (see Tolan & Gorman-Smith, 
1999). There are frequent but not serious offenders and serious but not 
frequent offenders, and both of these variations may show different custodial 
histories depending on circumstances present at the time of sentencing (e.g. 
age, having a dependant, employment). The Crime and Justice Survey 2003 
(Budd, Sharp and Mayhew, 2005) reports that of the 3.8 million active 
offenders in the survey population, an estimated 14 percent were serious and 
prolific, 23 percent were serious but not prolific and 1 0 percent were prolific 
but not serious. Frequency, seriousness and custody are important factors to 
consider in characterising criminal careers. 

Despite differences in criminal propensity, life events can have an 
important role and contribute positively to desistance (Piquero et al., 2003). A 
restorative justice conference, bringing together the victim, offender and their 
respective supporters to discuss the criminal event can be a significant life 
event that can promotes a change in offending behaviour. 

4.3 Addressing persistent and serious offending with 
restorative justice 

Restorative justice aims to provide reparation to victims of crime and to 
make offenders take responsibility for their actions. The hope is that by 
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bringing together the victim, the offender and other members of the 
community affected by the crime, the victim's and community's well being will 
be restored and the offender will stop offending. Persistent and serious 
offenders, in particular, pose a significant risk of reoffending. If restorative 
justice can have an impact on persistent and serious offending, it may prove 
to be a valuable intervention. In addition, by involving those affected by crime 
directly (e.g. through a conference), restorative justice may also serve to 
promote public confidence in the government's response to crime. This 
section will review research that has explored the impact of restorative justice 
research on serious and/or frequent offenders or those who have spent time 
in custody. A summary of the restorative justice research presented is 
available in Table 4.3. 

Much research in restorative justice has employed comparison groups 
or predicted reoffending based on risk assessment tools9 or prior criminal 
history. These studies have made a tremendous contribution to our 
understanding of restorative justice but vary in their ability to rule out biases 
(e.g. selection or pre-existing characteristics of the sample) which may play a 
role in the outcome (Sherman & Strang, 2007). Sherman and Strang (2007) 
found only 14 studies 10 conducted between 1986 through 2005 which 
provided a reasonably unbiased11 assessment of restorative justice. Only 2 of 
these used random assignment and looked at serious crime with adult 
offenders. From their review· of the available research, Sherman and Strang 
(2007) did not find any evidence that restorative justice was less effective than 
conventional justice at reducing reoffending among violent offenders and 
some evidence of substantial reductions in recidivism with serious offences 
with personal victims. 

Miers et al. (2001) conducted an evaluation of seven restorative justice 
schemes, two of which dealt with serious offences and adult offenders. In the 

9 
Miers et al. (2001) used OGRS 2 (Offender Group Reconviction Scale) scores which is derived from the offender's criminal history including: age at first recorded offence, the number and rate of previous convictions, number of custodial sentences before the age of 21 ~nd type of offence. 
Sherman and Strang (2007) separate 22 experiments and into categories of violent and ~roperty crime. The subgroup analysis and experiments are drawn from 14 main studies. Only studies which achieved a ranking of 3 or higher on the Maryland scale (Sherman et al. , 1997) were included. 
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west Yorkshire scheme, analysis was limited to the 153 offenders in the 
treatment group and 79 offenders in the comparison group for which 
reconviction data on the Offender Index was available. Referrals were for 
serious offences but tended to exclude rape, other sexual offences, domestic 
violence and racially motivated crimes. All offenders in the treatment group 
had taken part in both direct and indirect mediation, however, these were 
rarely face to face events but instead 'shuttle' mediation in which 
communication was taken back and forth from both parties by facilitators. The 
control or comparison group was taken from referrals where the scheme did 
not provide an intervention; mainly because of victim refusal (89 percent of 
cases). Offenders' willingness to participate in mediation was deliberately not 
brought to the court's attention, and because of the seriousness of offences 
committed, over 50 percent of offenders received a custodial sentence. The 
authors reported that 44 percent of offenders in the restorative justice group 
and 56 percent of offenders in the comparison group were reconvicted within 
two years of release/in the community. Offenders taking part in mediation 
also had significantly less reconvictions than expected/predicted by their 
OGRS score (Offender Group Reconviction Scale), fewer offences overall and 
fewer serious offences overall post treatment than control group offenders. 

West Midlands was the second adult scheme evaluated by Miers et al. 
(2001 ). Reconviction data from the Offender Index was available for 147 
offenders who had taken part in some kind of restorative justice work 
(treatment group) and 83 offenders in the comparison group. In contrast to 
the West Yorkshire scheme, the treatment group continued to work with 
offenders whose victims declined to take part. The control group consisted of 
offenders whose cases could not be dealt with through restorative justice 
because they had declined to take part (28 percent), did not plead guilty (2 
percent), were 'not suited' to the intervention (6 percent) and other/not known 
reasons (64 percent). The control group had a significantly higher average 
previous offending history than the treatment group. 52 percent of the 
treatment group and 41 percent of the comparison group received a custodial 
sentence for the referral offence. The authors reported that 44 percent of 
offenders in the restorative justice group and 54 percent of offenders in the 
comparison group were reconvicted within two years of release/in the 
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community. This difference was not significant (p=.12). Predicted and actual 

reconvictions and the number and seriousness of offences committed post 

were also not significantly different between the restorative justice or 

comparison group. 

Miers et al. (2001) postulated that the significant reduction in 

reoffending that was observed in the West Yorkshire scheme was the result of 

more victim involvement (cases were not proceeded with if the victim declined 

to take part), better organisation, and the fact that facilitators made it clear to 

offenders that their participation would have no impact on their sentence. 

They suggest that West Midlands' offenders may have taken part in the hope 

that their cases would be dealt with more leniently. If this was the case, they 

might have been disappointed if their sentence had been harsher than 

anticipated. The evaluators did not find any significant differences between 

the treatment and the control groups for the five other restorative justice 

schemes in their report that dealt with younger offenders and minor crime 

(AMENDS, Gloucestershire, Leicestershire, Mansfield and Suffolk). 

Bonta, Wallace-Capretta and Rooney (1998) evaluated the Restorative 

Resolutions Project in Winnipeg, Canada. A major purpose of the project was 

to provide an effective community based alternative to incarceration. In order 

to be eligible for the project, offenders had pleaded guilty, were willing to take 

part in a community plan that included a meeting with the victim (victim willing) 

and were considered likely to receive a minimum of six months in custody (by 

the Crown prosecution). Referrals tended to be for serious cases but sexual, 

domestic violence, gang or drug related offences were excluded. Only 10.3 

percent of victims agreed to meet with offenders taking part in the Restorative 

Resolutions (RR) project, but 78.6 percent did contribute indirectly through a 

victim impact statement. Three comparison groups were created (Inmate, 

Probationers and Probationers with restitution or community service 

conditions) and matched to Restorative Resolution (RR) offenders on key 

variables including demographics, marital status, employment, breaches, 

most serious offence and risk needs classification. 

o 75 male RR offenders were matched with 67 male inmate, 

o 94 male and female RR offenders were compared with 94 probationers 

and 
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o 83 RR clients were compared with 83 probationers who all had either 

restitution or community service as a condition of probation. 

Recidivism data was drawn from custody records and a probation 

database and included convictions resulting in a custodial disposition, arrests 

and violations of supervision requirements. RR participants demonstrated 

significantly lower recidivism rates when compared to offenders in each of the 

three comparison groups. The results suggest that Restorative Resolutions 

was a safe and viable option for serious offenders whose crimes would 

normally result in a custodial sentence whilst promoting victim involvement 

(see also Bonta et al., 2002). 

The New Zealand Court-Referred Restorative Justice Pilot compared 

offenders taking part in restorative justice with matched offenders with similar 

demographics, offender status (first offence or repeat) and offence type, who 

had pleaded guilty but had not been referred to the pilot. The evaluation 

conducted by Triggs (Triggs, 2005a; Triggs, 2005b) covered a broad mix of 

cases (burglary, violence, fraud, theft and serious traffic) dealt with between 

February 2002 and February 2003, including 192 conferences. In the first 

year follow-up (Triggs, 2005a), violent offenders who attended a conference 

had significantly lower reconviction rates than matched offenders in the 

comparison groups and the reconviction rate of the restorative justice group 

overall (32 percent) was significantly lower than the average rate of the 

comparison group (36 percent). A two-year follow-up included 193 offenders 

who had taken part in a conference (Triggs, 2005b). 41 percent of 

conferenced offenders reoffended within two years as compared to 45 percent 

of offenders in the matched comparison group, a difference that was not 

statistically significant. The broad mix of offence types (fraud, violence, 

serious violence, burglary, theft and serious traffic), offender age (16 to 80 

years old) may be one reason why overall effects were not significant. 

Triggs also explored actual and predicted (from logistic regression on 

offender, offence and criminal history characteristics of conferenced 

offenders) reoffending by offence type. 65 percent of offenders who had been 

conferenced for a burglary offence reoffended (predicted reconviction rate 

Was 66 percent) within two years as compared to just 11 percent of offenders 

Who had committed a driving offence resulting in injury or death (the only 

Chapter 4, Frequency, Seriousness, Custody and Restorative Justice-147-



traffic offences eligible). Offenders whose referred offence was serious 

violence, serious theft or traffic showed some indication of reduced offending 

in relation to the comparison groups but the differences were not significant in 

the two-year analysis. The actual and predicted reconviction rates was least 

tor first time offenders (actual: RJ=27 percent reconvicted, comparison =29 

percent ) and largest for offenders with more than three previous cases 

(actual: RJ = 61 percent reconvicted and Comparison = 66 percent) but the 

differences were not significantly different between the two groups. Triggs 

suggested from these results that factors such as offenders' criminal history 

and age could have an impact on the relative crime reduction effects of 

restorative justice. For example, burglary offenders were on average 

younger, had started offending earlier and had more previous offences than 

serious traffic offenders. lt is likely that in addition to criminal history, 

conferences for traffic offence in which death or serious injury had occurred 

would have had a high emotional content- one proposed reason that serious 

crime involving personal victims may have a greater crime reduction effect 

(Harris, Walgrave & Braithwaite, 2004; Sherman, 2002). 

The largest positive effect on reoffending was found in the Canberra 

Reintegrative Shaming Experiments (Sherman et al., 2006a) where cases 

were randomly assigned to be dealt with normally at court (control condition) 

or diverted to a restorative justice conference (experimental condition). In a 

two year pre/after comparison, the frequency of arrests among Non-Aboriginal 

defendants under the age of 30 (n=97) who were assigned to restorative 

justice had 84 fewer arrests per 100 offenders than the control condition, (p= 

026). There were insufficient numbers of Aboriginal offender in the violent 

experiment (n=14) to test the effects of restorative justice. Sherman, Strang 

and Woods (2000) had previously reported a reduction in reoffending of 38 

crimes per 1 00 offenders per year, relative to the effect of being sent to court. 

This was an initial analysis conducted on the 11 0 offenders whose cases had 

been disposed with by the review period (12 months pre/after) and included 

both Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal offenders. 

The literature presented here is by no means exhaustive but does 

illustrate that restorative justice may be effective at reducing serious crime in 

some contexts (Bonta et al., 1998; Miers et al., 2001; Sherman et al., 2003a; 
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Sherman et al., 2006a; Triggs, 2005a) or at least provide similar results to 
conventional justice responses, but with the added advantage of providing a 
service that victims' g·enerally find beneficial (Miers et al., 2001; Sherman and 
Strang, 2007; Triggs, 2005b). 

Sherman and Strang (2007:70) reported that 'beyond the conclusion 
that RJ may reduce crime more effectively with more serious crimes, the 
evidence does not readily allow accurate predictions of the kinds of offences 
or offenders for whom RJ is more likely to be effective.' Offending frequency, 
offence seriousness and custodial history are important criminal career 
dimensions that have been shown to have an impact on reoffending. More 
research is needed to determine whether these factors have an impact on 
reoffending in restorative justice research and may clarify offenders for whom 
restorative justice is more effective. 
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Table 4.3: Summary of selected restorative justice literature that 
explored seriousness, frequency or tirre in custody and reoffending 

Reference Place Population Offence(s) Intervention Comparison Outcome soota, Wallace- Winnipeg, Canada Adult Serious offences, Restorative Matched comparisoo Restorative Resolutioos group c apretta & Roooey, violence and Resolutions', face to groups: Inmate (males had signficantly fewer 1998 property face (in 10 % of ooly) N=67, recoov ictions than the three 
cases) or indirect by Probatioo N=94, matched comparisoo groups 
letter of apology + P robatioo + restitutioo 
court ordered N=83 
restitutioo N=94 

Miers et al., 2001 West Yorkshire, U K Adult N-232 Serious offences, Pre and Post Scheme did not Actual Two year reconviction (92% male in RJ violence and sentence indirect or prov ide an intervention (alter release) found 44% group, 93% male in property direct inv ofv ing (89% because of reconv icted in RJ group and Comparison group) victim but rarely face victim refusal). N = 79 55% reconv icted in Comparisoo 
to face N=l53 group. Also, lower reconv ictioo 

than predicted from OGRS. 

Miers et al., 2001 West Midlands, UK Adult N=230 Serious offences, P re-sentence Scheme did not Two year recooviction results (96% male in RJ violence and restorative justice provide an intervention found no significant differences group, 94% males property interventioo N=l43 (28% because offender between RJ and Comparisoo in C omparisoo unwilling, 55% group 
group) Other/not known) 

N=87 
Sherman et al., 2006a Canberra, Australia Non-Aboriginal Violent Crimes Face-to-face RJ Cooventional Justice Non-Abcriginal: Comparing hvo Subgroup analysis defendants under 30 cooferences years pre to two years pos~ N =97; Abcriginal 

RJ=84 fewer arrests per 100 defendants under 30 offenders per year than CJ. N=14 
Aboriginal: Insufficient sample 
size to test effects T riggs, 2005 a; Auckland, Waitakere, Young and adult Mostly serious Restorative justice Matched comparisoo 1st year review (N=I92), T riggs, 2005b Hamilton and Dunedin, offenders (I &80 y rs (violence, conference with groups and predicted Significant difference in percent New lealand old) N=l92 in I yr burglary , traffic victim recidivism based oo recoov icted (RJ=32% , 

analysis and N=l93 where death or offenders criminal C omparison=36% ), 2year 
in 2y r analysis serious injury history, demographics review, RJ=41% reconvicted 

~ occurred) but also and offence Comparisoo = 45% reconv icted 
fraud and theft but not significant 

4.4 Research Objectives 

The Home Office defines a persistent offender as someone who is 18 
or over and has been convicted of six or more recordable offences in a twelve 
month period (Homes, Walmsley & Debidin, 2005:2). According to this 
definition, over 26 percent of offenders taking part in the London Crown Court 
Experiments (LCCE) would be considered 'persistent'. Offenders taking part 
in the LCCE were also considered 'serious' offenders, having been convicted 
of at least one burglary or robbery matter (indictable offences). In addition, 96 
percent of LCCE offenders had served some time in custody prior to random 
assignment and had been convicted of serious robbery and burglary offences. 
Therefore, offenders taking part in the LCCE provided a unique opportunity to 
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explore the impact that frequency, offending seriousness and time in custody 
had on restorative justice. 

Specifically, for robbery and burglary offenders in the London Crown 
Court Experiments (LCCE), the following questions were investigated for 
frequency, seriousness of offending and time in custody: 

e. What was the frequency and seriousness of arrests prior to random 
assignment and how long had offenders spent in custody? Were 
there differences in frequency, seriousness of offending or time in 
custody for the burglary and robbery experiments? 

f. Did frequency of arrests, seriousness of offending or time in custody 
have an impact on time to failure? 

g. Do offenders with a higher frequency of arrests or seriousness of 
offending prior to random assignment offend faster than offenders 
with a lower frequency or seriousness of offending? Did offenders 
who had spent more time in custody prior to random assignment 
reoffend faster than offenders with less time in custody? 

h. Did offending frequency, seriousness or time in time custody have 
an interaction with restorative justice in predicting time to failure? 
Was the mean survival time different for offenders depending on 
their frequency, seriousness of offending and time in custody and 
whether they were in the control or experimental condition? 

i. Does the frequency of offending resulting in convictions or formal 
police disposals have an impact on time to failure or restorative 
justice? Was the mean survival time different for offenders 
depending on their offending frequency as recorded on the Police 
National Computer and whether they were in the control or 
experimental condition? 

In addition to exploring the frequency and seriousness of offending and 
time in custody prior to random assignment individually, analyses were also 
conducted to determine whether a combination of these variables interacted 
significantly with restorative justice and had an impact on time to failure. 

Chapter 4, Frequency, Seriousness, Custody and Restorative Justice-151 -



4.5 Method 

Frequency 

All historical offences attributed to LCCE offenders on the Crime 

Reporting Information System (CRIS) and Police National Computer (PNC) 

were recorded onto a Microsoft Access Database. This dissertation focused 

on the frequency of offending in the five years prior to random assignment and 

took into account the number of days in custody during that period. 

Both CRIS and PNC criminal histories were used as each database 

could reflect markedly different results. With regards to the CRIS database, 

only offences committed in the community and resulting in an arrest were 

included in the analyses. Offences that were committed in custody and 

offences that did not result in an arrest or charge (e.g. offender was only 

suspected) were excluded. PNC records included offences that resulted in a 

caution, warning, reprimand or conviction (proved offences). 

In order to calculate offending frequency, the following information was 

required: 

1. Total number of days in the five years prior to random 

assignment. A standard calculation of 365.25 x 5 =1 ,826.25 

was used for all project offenders. 

2. Days in custody in the five years prior to random assignment. 

Using the Inmate Information System (see Chapter 2, 

Methods), this was obtained by recording all movements into 

and out of custody that occurred during this period. 

3. The number of days at risk (OAR) of offending. This was 

calculated by subtracting days in custody from total days 

available in the five years prior to random assignment (365.25 

X 5). 

4. The number of offences resulting in arrest/PNC record in the 

five years prior to random assignment. A query in Access 

subtracted 1 ,826.25 days from the date of random 

assignment. A second query then totalled all offences 

(resulting in arrest) occurring between the five years pre date 

and random assignment date. 

Chapter 4, Frequency, Seriousness, Custody and Restorative Justice-152-



A total of 6,917 offences were attributed to 355 LCCE offenders on 

CRIS in the five years prior to random assignment and resulted in 6,337 

arrests. LCCE offenders had 4,699 PNC records in the five years prior to 

random assignment. To avoid including any offenders who had spent the 

entire five years prior to random assignment in custody, a minimum of 50 OAR 

was required. All offenders had this minimum OAR so all project offenders 

were included in the analysis. 

Table 4.5 provides an example of how offending frequency was 

calculated using CRIS details from a project offender who was arrested 50 

times in the five years prior to random assignment and had served 1504 days 

in custody during this period. 

Table 4.5: Example Frequency Calculation 

Variable Calculation Result 

Total Days in five year 365.25 X 5 1826.25 days 

period pre-random 

assignment 

Days in custody --- Sum of days in custody 1504 days 

in five year period pre-

RA 

Days At Risk (OAR) 1826.25- 1504 322.25 days 

Arrests Sum of arrests in five 50 arrests 

year period pre-RA 

Frequency 50/322.25 .16 arrests per OAR 

Seriousness of offending prior to random assignment 

In addition to the number of offences committed, the impact of offence 

seriousness on time to failure was reviewed. 

In order to calculate the seriousness of offending, a 'maximum 

sentence' score was assigned to each offence resulting in arrest on a 

Microsoft Access database. Using the allegation description for each offence 

on the Crime Reporting Information System (CRIS), a corresponding 
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maximum sentence was derived from Archbold's (Richardson & Thomas, 

2oo6) and Stone's Justices Manual (Carr & Turner, 2006), two legal guide 

books used by crown prosecutors and judges. Whilst the maximum sentence 
is not usually given in practice, it provided a consistent and legally recognised 
way of comparing the gravity of one offence to another. A residential burglary, 
tor example, has a maximum sentence of 180 months in custody while 

criminal damage (resulting in damage under £20) carries a maximum 

sentence of 6 months in custody. On the Access database, the residential 
burglary would be given a corresponding score of 180 and the criminal 

damage a score of 6. Where the maximum sentence was a fine, penalty or 
other non custodial sentence (e.g. loitering), the offence was given a score of 
o on the database. The sum of all the sentences became the offender's 

Maximum Sentence Score. As CRIS includes offence information from 
March, 1992, the Offending Severity Score relates to arrests that occurred 

from this date to the date of random assignment. Calculating offence 

seriousness in this way, would help differentiate offenders who had a history 
of minor offending (e.g. loitering) versus serious offending (e.g. assault). 

Miers et al. (2001 :47) suggest that there are many different ways in 

which offence seriousness can be addressed and 'no single approach will 
capture all dimensions of the concept'. In an evaluation of restorative justice 
schemes in England and Wales, Miers et al. (2001) used a ranking (A-H) of 
offence seriousness that was developed using the maximum penalty 

attributable for each offence. A and B offences were offences such as 

murder, robbery and other offences for which life imprisonment is a possible 

penalty. In the present study, the actual maximum penalty was used for each 
offence and the sum of all maximum penalties became the offender's 

maximum sentence score. 

An offending maximum sentence score was not calculated for offending 
as reflected on the Police National Computer (PNC). Many of the convictions 
made prior to 1995 and listed on PNC did not have enough description to 

accurately differentiate one offence from another for the purpose of assigning 
a maximum sentence. For example, a conviction for 'theft' could refer to theft 
shoplifting (84 months) or theft from the person (180 months). Home Office 
codes were listed on PNC but not for all offences. For the purpose of this 
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analysis, CRIS provided more detailed information on which to match 
sentences and derive a maximum sentence score. 

custody 

Historical movements in and out of custody were collected from the 
Prison Service's Inmate Information System (liS), a database for offenders in 
prison establishments in England and Wales from 1992. Access to the liS 
was obtained at HMP Holloway and research staff searched the database for 
a complete list of prison numbers and related movements for each project 
offender. PNC number, addresses, personal characteristics and other known 
offender details were all cross referenced with information on the liS to 
confirm that the inmate under review was the corresponding project offender. 
liS records all inmate movements including those within and between prison 
establishments where the offender was still in the care of prison staff, or day 
release schemes where the offender was required to return to custody at the 
end of the day. In order to simplify data collection, substantive unsupervised 
movements were recorded including: Productions/discharges to court and 
other discharges, conditional/unconditional/auto releases, release on bail, 
sentence complete and movements in which the offender absconded or 
escaped. More detail on liS and data collection is provided in Chapter 2-
Methods. 

Movements were entered onto a Microsoft Access database. Queries 
in Access enabled a quick calculation of time spent in custody and time spent 
in the community. Total time in custody prior to random assignment was 
calculated for each offender and used in this analysis. 

Frequency, Seriousness and Custody 

As anticipated, offending frequency prior to random assignment was 
significantly correlated with offence seriousness (p<.0001) for the burglary 
and robbery experiments. In addition, time in custody was significantly 
correlated with both offending frequency and seriousness (p<.05). However, 
analyses were conducted on these variables independently. Some offenders 
had a high frequency of minor offending and others had a lower frequency of 
more serious offending. 
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4.6 Analysis and Results 

The main effects for frequency, seriousness and custody are presented 
separately, starting with descriptive statistics, followed by survival analysis 
that answers each key research question. After each variable is explored 
individually, analysis is also conducted on combinations of variables (e.g. 
Frequency and seriousness) to determine whether these have an impact on 
the effectiveness of restorative justice. 

4.6.1 Frequency 

a. What was the frequency of arrests for LCCE offenders in the five years 
prior to random assignment? Were there differences in offending 
frequency between the burglary and robbery experiment? 

The mean frequency of offending in the LCCE was .023 arrests per 
days at risk or approximately 8 arrests per year. Table 4.6.1 a displays the 
frequency of arrests per year by experiment and experimental condition in the 
five year period prior to random assignment. The maximum frequency 
appeared in the burglary control group at 227 arrests per year (control 
condition) and the minimum number of arrests per year was .20 in the robbery 
experiment and burglary experimental condition. 

Offenders in the burglary experiment had over twice the average 
arrests per year in the five years prior to random assignment (mean = 10.15 
arrests) than robbery offenders (mean= 4.80 arrests). This would coincide 
with research by Cohen (1986) who suggested that the mean frequency of 
offending is higher for property crime than violent crime. A slightly higher 
mean frequency of arrests were apparent in both the burglary and robbery 
control condition as compared with the experimental conditions but t-tests did 
not find these differences to be significant. Graph 4.1 a illustrates the mean 
frequencies of arrests in the burglary, robbery experiment and for the LCCE 
combined. 
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Table 4.6.1a: Arrest Frequency in Five Years Pre·RA (CRIS) by 
Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Control Experimental Statistic Exp 
M in Max Median Mean SD M in Max Median Mean so T statistic p value 

Burglary 

Robbery 

LCCE 

14.00 

0.40 227.86 4.51 11.43 28.94 0.20 109.31 4.90 8.97 

0.20 93.44 2.19 5.03 11.86 0.20 29.42 2.64 4.55 

0.20 227.86 3.07 9.00 24.07 0.20 109.31 3.69 7.46 

Graph 4.6.1a: Mean Frequency of Arrests per Year in Five Year Period Prior to 
Random Assignment by Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders 

(n=355) 

Burglary Robbery 

Experiment 

LCCE 

13.42 0.83 

5.75 0.29 

11.58 0.77 

b. Survival analysis - Did offending frequency have an impact on time 
to failure? 

Overall effects were first reviewed using Cox proportional hazard 
regression. Results suggest that arrest frequency in the five years prior to 
random assignment is a significant predictor of time to failure in the burglary 
(HR=1.019, p=.OOO) and robbery experiment (HR=1.063, p=.022) and the 
LCCE combined (HR=1.020, p=.OOO). Table 4.6.1 b displays the results from 
the Cox regression. 
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Table 4.6.1b: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression. Arrest Frequency in Five Years Pre-RA by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) -

Experiment B SE Wald df 95.0% Cl for Exp(B) Sig. Exp(B) 
Lower Upper Burglary 

Robbery 
LCCE 

0.018 0.004 25.814 1 0.000 1.019 1.011 1.026 0.061 0.027 5.217 1 0.022 1.063 1.009 1.120 0.020 0.003 35.265 1 0.000 1.020 1.013 1.027 

c. Do offenders with a higher frequency of arrests prior to random 
assignment offend faster than offenders with a lower frequency? 

The frequency of arrests in the five years prior to random assignment 
ranged from .20 to 227 arrests per year. To simplify the data and to help 
clarify the impact of frequency and time to failure, three groups were created: 
Offenders who were arrested for .20 to 1.99 arrests per year, offenders whose 
frequency was 2 to 6.99 arrests and offenders whose offending frequency was 
7 or more arrests per year. 

Using Kaplan Meier Survival Analysis, it was possible to look at mean 
time to failure for the three groups of offenders. Results indicated that in the 
burglary, robbery and combined LCCE, the greater the frequency of arrests in 
the five years prior to random assignment, the faster project offenders 
reoffended post random assignment. Burglary offenders with a frequency of 
less than 2 arrests per year had a mean survival time of 532 days as 
compared to 371 days for offenders with 2 to 7 arrests and 197 days for 
offenders with more than 7 arrests per year. In the robbery experiment, 
offenders with less than 2 arrests per year had a mean survival time of 329 
days and 586 days if they had been arrested for more than 7 offences per 
year. 

The log rank test for the equality of survival distributions indicated that 
the frequency of arrests in the five years prior to random assignment was 
significantly related to time to failure in the Burglary experiment (log rank 
27.98, p=.OOOO) and the LCCE combined (log rank 34.11, p=.OOOO) but the 
robbery experiment only approached significance (log rank 5.03, p=.0808). 
Table 4.6.1 c displays the survival means for the three offending frequency 
groups by experiment and Graph 4.6.1 c illustrates the sur\tival functions for 
the three arrest ranges for the combined London Crown Court Experiment. 
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Table 4.6.1c: Arrest Frequency in Five Years Pre-RA 
by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment 
Frequency of 

Mean Median SE Arrests 
.20 to 1.99 532 436 67 

2 to 7 371 145 44 Burglary >7 197 48 48 
Log rank 27.98, p=.OOOO 

.20 to 1.99 586 323 78 
2 to 7 352 167 64 Robbery >7 329 88 118 

Log rank 5.03, p=.0808 
.20 to 1.99 567 425 53 

2 to 7 376 146 38 LCCE 
>7 224 57 46 

Log rank 34.11, p=.OOOO 

Graph 4.6.1c: Survival Functions, Frequency of Arrests in Five 
Years Pre-RA, LCCE Offenders n=355 
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d. Is the mean survival time different for offenders depending on their 
offending frequency and whether they were in the control or 
experimental condition? Was there a significant interaction 
between arrest frequency in the five years prior to random 
assignment and restorative justice in predicting time to failure? 

Cox regression results indicated that the frequency of arrests interacted 
significantly with restorative justice and predicted time to failure in the burglary 
experiment and LCCE combined (P<.0001 ). Results are displayed in Table 
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4.6.1 di. 

Table 4.6.1di: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression. Frequency of Arrests in Five Years Pre-RA 
by Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment Interaction Term B SE Wald df Si g. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp(B) 
Lower Upper 

Burglary Condition*FreqArrYr 0.016 0.004 14.313 1 0.000 1.016 1.008 
Robbery Condition* F reqArrY r 0.049 0.034 2.104 1 0.147 1.050 0.983 
LCCE Condition* F reqA rrY r 0.017 0.004 18.994 1 0.000 1.018 1.010 

The three arrest frequency groups were used to compare survival 
means by experiment and experimental condition. Using Kaplan Meier 
survival analysis, the most dramatic differences between control and 
experimental condition were found with offenders whose offending frequency 
was less than 2 arrests, or more than 7 arrests per year in the five years prior 
to random assignment. In the burglary experiment, low frequency offenders' 
mean time to failure was 474 in the control and 507 in the experimental 
condition; high frequency offenders had a survival mean of 94 days in the 
control and 234 days in the experimental condition. Offenders with an 
offending frequency between 2 and 7 arrests per year had a marginally 
shorter survival mean in the experimental (340 days) as compared with the 
control condition (385). The survival means were significantly different for 
burglary offenders within the control (log rank 20.45, p<.0001) and 
experimental condition (log rank 11.74, .0028) and between control and 
experimental condition as a whole (log rank 28.73, p<.0001) but not for a 
specific offending frequency range. 

1.025 
1.122 

1.026 

Robbery offenders followed a similar pattern. Offenders with more than 
seven arrests had over twice a mean survival time in the experimental (316 
days) as compared to the control condition (140 days). Offenders with less 
than 2 arrests per year had a mean survival time of 382 days in the control 
and 634 days in the experimental condition . Interestingly, robbery offenders 
With an offending frequency of 2 to 7 arrests were quicker to reoffend if they 
Were in the experimental (219 days) rather than the control condition (350 
days). Unlike the burglary experiment, survival means were not significantly 
different within the control or experimental condition and only approached 
significance when analysis compared the means for the control and 
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experimental conditions as a whole. No specific offending range was 
statistically significant. 

The burglary experiment was largely responsible for the significant 
effects seen for the combined LCCE. The log rank test in Kaplan Meier 
survival analysis showed significant results within the control (p<.0001) and 
experimental (p=.0004) condition individually and between the experimental 
and control condition as a whole (p<.0001 ). Table 4.6.1 dii displays the 
survival means and log ranks by experiment and experimental condition. 
Graph 4.6.1 dii illustrates the survival means for LCCE offenders with low (less 
than 2 arrests) and high (more than 7) arrest frequency in the five years prior 
to random assignment. 

Table 4.6.1dii: Arrest Frequency, Mean Survival Times by Experiment and 
Experimental Condition LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Frequency Arrests Control Experimental Log rank Experiment Experiment per Year Mean Median SE Mean Median SE (df=1) Log rank df(2) 0 to 2 474 286 88 507 511 66 1.01, p=.3145 
Burglary 

2 to 7 385 129 63 340 146 56 .21 ' p=.6457 
28.73, p=.OOOO >7 94 41 34 234 58 67 1.96, p=.1617 

20.45, p=.OOOO 11.74, p=.0028 
0 to 2 382 322 58 634 418 113 .30, p=.5809 

Robbery 
2 to 7 350 110 88 219 167 45 .05, p=.8185 

5.16, p=.0757 > 7 140 66 52 316 122 152 .17, p=.6820 
2.74, p=.2535 2.60, p=.2719 

0 to 2 493 322 66 636 511 80 1.63, p=.2017 
LCCE 2 to 7 390 129 54 344 162 50 .13, p=.7215 

35.52, p=.OOOO >7 122 49 36 257 65 63 1.91' p=.1674 
23.98, p=.OOOO 15.44, p=.0004 
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Graph 4.6.1dii: Survival Functions · High/Low Frequency by Experimental 
Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 
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e. Is the mean survival time different for offenders depending on their 
offending frequency as recorded on the Police National Computer 
and whether they were in the control or experimental condition? 
Does the frequency of proved offences interact with restorative 
justice and predict time to failure? 

In addition to offending frequency as measured by arrests, frequency of 
convictions, cautions, reprimands and warnings was also reviewed to 
determine if the more conservative measure of offending frequency (proved 
offences) had an impact on time to failure and restorative justice. 

Police National Computer (PNC) data was used in the analyses. The 
frequency of offences on PNC was less overall than arrests in the same five 
year period prior to random assignment. This was an expected result given 
that arrests may not result in convictions in court or other formal police 
disposals. The mean PNC frequency was .013 or about 5 convictions per 
Year as compared to 8.4 arrests in a similar period. Burglary offenders had a 
higher mean PNC frequency (5.89 per year) as compared to robbery 
offenders (3.48 PNC offences per year). The minimum frequency was .20 
offences per year in the burglary and robbery experiment. Burglary offenders' 
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maximum frequency was 55.54 offences in the experimental condition, which 

was over twice the maximum frequency of PNC offences recorded in the 

robbery experiment (22.65 convictions per year). Table 4.6.1 e displays the 

mean frequency of offences on PNC for LCCE offenders in the five years prior 

to random assignment by experiment and experimental condition. T-tests 

indicated that the frequency of PNC recorded offences were statistically 

equivalent across experimental conditions. 

Table 4.6.1e: PNC Frequency in Five Years prior to RA by 

Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n::355) 

Control Experimental Statistic Exp 
M in Max Median Mean so M in Max Median Mean so T statistic p value 

Burglary 0.20 54.97 3.36 5.64 7.61 0.20 55.54 4.31 6.11 6.81 -0.49 

Robbery 0.20 22.65 1.88 3.35 4.1 7 0 .20 17.20 2.35 3.62 3.82 -0.39 

LCCE 0.20 54.79 2.82 4.77 6.60 0.20 55.54 3.89 5.26 6.07 -0.73 

Cox regression was computed initially to determine overall effects of 

frequency and time to failure . Results displayed in table 4.6.1f indicated that 

PNC frequency is significantly related to the time it took for burglary 

(HR=1.065, Cl 1.042-1.088, p<.0001) and robbery (HR=1.083, Cl 1.022-

1.148, p=.007) offenders to reoffend. Frequency for the combined 

experiments was also significantly related to time to failure (HR=1.068, Cl 

1.048-1.089, p=.OOO). In general, the greater the frequency of convictions, 

cautions, reprimands and warnings, the faster offenders reoffended. 

Table 4.6.1f: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression. PNC Frequency in 
Five Years Pre-RA by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment 8 SE Wald df Si g. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp(B) 

Lower Upper 

Burglary 0.063 0.011 32.145 1 0.000 1.065 1.042 1.088 

Robbery 0.080 0.030 7.199 1 0.007 1.083 1.022 1.148 

LCCE 0.066 0.010 44.927 1 0.000 1.068 1.048 1.089 

Cox regression was also used to look at the interaction between PNC 

offending frequency and restorative justice. When the interaction term 

combined experimental condition and frequency, significant results were seen 
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in burglary experiment (HR=1.047, Cl 1.018-1.077, p=.001) and the LCCE 
combined (HR= 1.052, Cl 1.026-1.079, p=.OOO) and approached significance 
in the robbery experiment (p=.078) - see table 4.6.1 g. 

Table 4.6.1g: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression. PNC Frequency in Five YearsPre-RA 
by Experimental Condition by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment Interaction Term 8 SE Wald df Si g. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp( B) 
Lower Upper 

Burglary Condition*FreqPncYr 0.046 0.014 10.224 1 0.001 1.047 1.018 
Robbery Condition*FreqPncYr 0.068 0.038 3.100 1 0.078 1.070 0.992 
LCCE Condition* F req Pnc Y r 0.051 0.013 15.477 1 0.000 1.052 1.026 

Kaplan Meier Survival Analysis in SPSS was employed to help clarify 
the relationship between PNC offending frequency and restorative justice. As 
with the arrest data, three frequency groups were created - offenders with 
less than 2 offences on PNC, offenders with more than 7 offences and mid 
frequency offenders with 2 to 7 PNC offences in the five years prior to random 
assignment. 

In the burglary experiment, offenders reoffended faster if they had 
fewer than 2 PNC offences and were in the control condition or had more than 
two offences and_yvere in the experimental condition. The log rank test 
indicated that the survival means were significantly different within the 
experimental condition (p=.0380) and for the burglary experiment as a whole 
(p=.0276) but none of the PNC frequency groups were significantly different 
between the experimental and control condition. 

The most dramatic difference between control and experimental 
condition were seen in the robbery experiment where offenders with fewer 
than 2 PNC offences or more than 7 PNC offences in the five years prior to 
random assignment reoffended at a faster rate in the control condition as 
compared to the experimental condition. Robbery offenders with less than 2 
PNC offences had a mean survival time of 387 days in the control group and 
628 days in the restorative justice group and offenders with more than 7 PNC 
offences had a mean survival time of 125 days in the control and 271 days in 
the experimental condition. Restorative justice did not significantly predict 
time to failure in the robbery experiment. 
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The LCCE combined results indicated that low frequency and high 
frequency offenders reoffended at a faster rate if they were in the control 
condition as compared with the restorative justice group. As with the arrest 
data, offenders in the mid range frequency reoffended at a faster rate in the 
experimental condition (mean= 358 days) as compared to the control 
condition (mean= 433 days). The log rank test for equality of survival 
distributions was significant for the experimental condition (p=.0041) and the 
LCCE as a whole (p=.0011) but none of the frequency groups proved to be 
significantly different when comparing control and experimental conditions. 

Table 4.6.1h: PNC Frequency, Mean Survival Times by Experiment and 
Experimental Condition LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Frequency PNC 
Control Experimental 

Experiment Experiment 
Offences per Year Mean Median SE Mean Median SE 

Log rank (df=1) 
Log rank df(2) 

.20 to 1.99 373 216 72 442 451 62 1.38, p=.2409 
2 to 7 386 110 72 342 145 65 .06, p=.8036 

7.18, p=.0276 
Burglary 

> 7 250 48 80 204 58 50 .06, p=.8027 
Log rank 1.62, p=.4459 6.54, p=.0380 .. 

.20 to 1.99 387 242 64 628 418 109 .93, p=.3336 
2 to 7 430 247 98 342 257 93 .22, p=.6375 

4.58, p=.1012 
Robbery 

> 7 125 85 39 271 88 145 .12, p=.7300 
Log rank 2.51 , p=.2847 3.28, p=.1937 

.20 to 1.99 410 216 55 577 446 72 2.48, p=.1154 
LCCE 

2 to 7 433 118 66 358 145 59 .26, p=.6120 
13.59, p=.0011 > 7 235 66 66 285 75 73 .04, p=.8449 

Log rank 4.29, p=.1173 10.97, p=.0041 

4.6.2 Seriousness of offending prior to random assignment 

a. What was the severity (as measured by maximum sentence) of all 
offences resulting in arrests prior to random assignment? Were there 
differences between the robbery and burglary experiments, or control 
and experimental condition in the overall severity of offending prior to 
random assignment? 

Historical maximum sentences were reviewed for LCCE offenders. 
The overall mean was 2960.77 months in custody. The experimental 
condition had a mean of 3135.72 months, 352 months more than the control 
condition with a mean of 2782.84 months in custody. The sum of historical 
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sentences was lowest in the robbery experiment (84 months) and highest in 
the burglary experiment (31, 938 months). 

Burglary offenders had an offending history that scored higher on 
maximum sentences than the robbery experiment. The burglary experiment 
had over twice the mean maximum sentences (3767.79 months) as compared 
to the robbery experiment (1529.58 months). This may be explained, in part, 
by the greater offending frequency of burglary offenders prior to random 
assignment. T-tests found no significant differences when comparing the 
control and experimental condition in the burglary, robbery and combined 
LCCE. Table 4.6.2a presents descriptive statistics and the results of the T
tests by experiment and experimental condition. 

Table 4.6.2a: Descriptive Statistics, Seriousness of Offending (CRIS) by Experiment and 
Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Control Experimental Statistic 
Experiment 

M in Max Median Mean so M in Max Median Mean so Tstatistic p value Burglary 174 29136 2400 3674.09 4387.21 120 31938 2382 3854.34 4542.53 -0.30 Robbery 84 6750 864 1332.90 1274.40 84 7404 1038 1745.61 1729.92 -1 .55 LCCE 84 29136 1485 2782.84 3713.58 84 31938 1740 3135.72 3946.71 -0.87 

b. Did severity of offending have an impact on the effectiveness of 
restorative justice? 

ns 

ns 

ns 

Offending seriousness was highly skewed. A log transformation of this 
variable was applied for further analyses using the Ln(numexpr) function on 
SPSS version 12. 

Overall effects of offending severity and reoffending were analysed 
using Cox proportional hazard regression. Results suggest that seriousness 
of offending prior to random assignment was a significant predictor of time to 
failure in the burglary (HR=1.456, p=.OOO) and robbery experiment 
(HR=1.426, p=.006) and the LCCE combined (HR=1.426, p=.OOO). The more 
serious the offending prior to random assignment, the faster project offenders 
reoffended after random assignment. Table 4.6.2b displays the results from 
the Cox regression. 
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Table 4.6.2b: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression. Historical Maximum Sentences for Arrests 

Pr&RA and Time to Failure Post-RA by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment B SE Wald df Si g. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp(B) 
Lower Upper 

. Burglary 0.376 0.085 19.471 1 0.000 1.456 1.232 1.721 

Robbery 0.355 0.129 7.519 1 0.006 1.426 1.107 1.838 

LCCE 0.364 0.067 29.813 1 0.000 1.439 1.263 1.640 

c. Do offenders who have committed more serious offences throughout 
their criminal career reoffend faster than offenders with less serious 
offending history? 

In order to clarify the relationship between offending history and 
reoffending, three groups of maximum sentence scores were created: 

o Low Severity. Offenders whose offending history received a 
maximum sentence score of between 84 and 1 000 months in 
custody 

o Medium Severity. Offenders whose maximum sentence score was 
between 1001 and 2000 months and 

o High Severity. Offenders whose maximum sentence score was 
over 2000 months in custody. 

Kaplan Meier survival analysis and log rank tests were completed on 
the three seriousness groups and are presented in Table 4.6.2c. For the 
LCCE combined, results suggested that offenders with higher maximum 
sentence scores reoffended faster than offenders with lower offence 
seriousness scores. High Severity offenders had a mean time to failure of 
219 days (median of 72 days) as compared to 532 days (median 316 days) 
for Low Severity offenders. 

Low Severity burglary offenders had a mean time to failure of 476 days 
and 485 days they had a Medium Severity score. High scoring offenders had 
a mean time to failure of 208 days. Low Severity robbery offenders had over 
twice the mean (557 days) as compared to High scoring offenders (226 days). 

The log rank test for the equality of survival distributions was significant 
for the combined LCCE (log rank =30.90, p=.OOOO) and the burglary 
experiment (log rank= 23.64, p=.OOOO) but not for the robbery experiment (log 
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rank= 3.88, p=.1438). 

Table 4.6.2c: Historical Maximum Sentences Scores for Arrests Pre-RA and Mean Time to Failure by Experiment, LCCE Offenders(n=355) 

Experiment 
Range of Max 

Mean Median SE Sentences (Mnths) 

~ Low 476 286 63 «< Medium 485 217 60 
c, .... 

High 208 65 40 
::I 

ID 
Log rank 23.64, p=.OOOO 

Low 557 316 74 ~ 
Medium 375 167 69 

Q) 
.D 
.D High 226 88 88 
0 
a: 

Log rank 3.88, p=.1438 
Low 532 316 52 w Medium 479 209 51 

0 
0 High 219 72 38 
...1 

Log rank 30.90, p=.OOOO 

d. Was there an interaction between the seriousness of offending prior to 
random assignment and restorative justice in predicting time to failure? 
Did offenders who were identified as having a history of high severity 
offending and who participated in a restorative justice conference 
reoffend at a~lower rate than offenders with a similar range of 
offending severity in the control condition? 

Cox regression was initially completed to determine whether the 
severity of offending prior to random assignment interacted with restorative 
justice and had an impact on the time it took for LCCE offenders to reoffend. 
The log transformed seriousness variable was used. Results suggested that restorative justice and offending severity do not interact and impact 
significantly on time to failure in the burglary, robbery or LCCE combined (see Table 4.6.2di). lt should be noted however that the non-log transformed 
variable did interact significantly in the burglary experiment and LCCE 
combined. 
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Table 4.6.2di: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression. Interaction of Historical Maximum Sentences for Arrests Pre-RA and Experimental Condition on Time to Failure by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment I ntereraction Term B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp(B) 
Lower Upper Burglary Condition*Seriousness 0.019 0.022 0.758 1 0.384 1.020 0.976 1.065 Robbery Condition*Seriousness 0.026 0.039 0.467 1 0.495 1.027 0.952 1.107 LCCE Condition *Seriousness 0.023 0.019 1.364 1 0.243 1.023 0.985 1.063 

In order to explore the impact of offending seriousness and 
experimental condition on the mean time to failure, Kaplan Meier analysis was 
conducted on the Low (84-1 000 months), Medium (1 001-2000 months) and 
High (more than 2000 months) offending severity groups by experiment. 
Survival means are presented in Table 4.6.2dii and illustrated in Graph 
4.6.2dii. 

Results for the burglary experiment suggested that Low and High 
severity offenders reoffended faster if they were in the control condition rather 
than the restorative justice experimental condition. Offenders whose 
offending history scored over 2000 months in custody reoffended at almost 
twice the speed (mean = 125 days) as compared to experimental offenders 
(mean = 241 days). Medium Severity offenders reoffended faster if they were 
in the experimental __ condition (367 days) than if they were in the control 
condition (542 days). The log rank test indicated that the survival means were 
significantly different within the burglary control (log rank= 17.77, p=.0001) 
and experimental condition (log rank= 9.63, p=.0081) as well as between the 
control and experimental condition (log rank= 23.48, p=.OOOO), but significant 
effects were not observed on analysis conducted on the Low, Medium or High 
offending severity groups individually. 

Low Severity Robbery offenders who were in the experimental 
condition had the longest mean survival time (622 days). However, Medium 
and High scoring offenders appeared to have longer survival means in the 
control rather than the experimental condition. The log rank test for equality of 
survival distributions was not significant within or between the control and 
experimental condition, or for any of the offending severity groups. 

Results for the LCCE overall indicated that offenders whose historical 
offending was classed as either Low or High Severity reoffended at a lower 
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mean time to failure if they were in the experimental condition. Mid Group 
offenders reoffended faster in the experimental condition. The log rank test 
was significant within the control (log rank= 21.93, p=.OOOO) and experimental 
(log rank= 14.23, p=.OOOO) conditions as well as between experimental and 
control conditions (log rank= 31.66, p=.OOOO). Consistent with the burglary 
and robbery experiments, none of the individual offending severity groups 
were significantly different between experimental conditions. 

Table 4.6.2dii: Historical Maximum Sentence Scores for Arrests Pre-RA and Mean Time to Failure 
by Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Range of Max Control Experimental 
Experiment Sentences 

(Mnths) Mean Median SE Mean Median SE 

i::' 
Low 394 216 83 485 511 67 

"' Medium 542 453 89 367 146 65 0. 
:5 High 125 62 30 241 80 58 m 

Log rank 17.77, p=.0001 9.63, p=.0081 
i::' 

Low 354 247 56 622 418 109 
Q) Medium 374 185 94 360 167 94 ..c 
..c High 215 57 142 160 122 44 
0 
a: 

Log rank 1. 73, p=.4205 2.90, p=.2350 
Low 427 242 60 616 451 78 w Medium 523 322 73 370 146 56 0 

0 High 152 62 39 244 88 55 
..J 

Log rank 21.93, p=.OOOO 14.23, p=.0008 

Graph 4.6.2dii: Survival Functions: Maximum Sentence Scores for Arrests Pre-RA (months) and Post-RA Time to 
Failure, Experimental condition (n=179) 
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4.6.3 Custody prior to random assignment 
a. How many LCCE offenders had served time in custody prior to random 

assignment? How much time had burglary and robbery offenders 
spent in custody? Were there differences between experiment and 
experimental condition for time spent in custody prior to random 
assignment? 

A total of 96.06 percent of offenders in the LCCE had served time in 
custody prior to random assignment. In the burglary experiment, 98.68 
percent of offenders had served custodial terms with a maximum of 4531 days 
or 12.41 years (experimental condition). In the robbery experiment, 91.41 
percent of offenders had served a custodial sentence with a maximum of 4267 
days or 11.68 years (control condition) in custody. Offenders in the burglary 
experiment averaged almost twice as many days in custody (1 022.14 days) 
as compared to robbery offenders (529.87 days). Offenders in the LCCE 
experimental condition had served 36 more days in custody than the control 
condition. Tables 7.6.3ai displays the number and percentage of offenders 
who did and did not serve time in custody prior to random assignment and 
Table 7.6.3aii displays the means, medians, minimum and maximum time 
spent by experime11_t and experimental condition. T-tests reported that the 
control and experimental conditions were statistically equivalent. 

Table 4.6.3ai: Custody Pre-RA Yes/No by Experiment and 
Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Exp Custody Control Experimental Total Exp 
Pre-RA N % N % N % 

~ No 2 1.83 1 0.85 3 1.32 ..!!! 
Yes 107 98.1 7 11 7 99.15 224 98.68 

Cl ..... 
::I 

Total 109 100.00 118 100.00 227 100.00 ID 

>- No 4 5.97 7 11.48 11 8.59 ..... 
Q) 

.Q Yes 63 94.03 54 88.52 117 91.41 .Q 
0 

Total 67 100.00 61 100.00 128 100.00 a: 

w No 6 3.41 8 4.47 14 3.94 (.) 
Yes 170 96.59 171 95.53 341 96.06 (.) _. 
Total 176 100.00 179 100.00 355 100.00 
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Table 4.6.3aii: Time in Custody (days) Pre-RA by Experiment and 
Experimental Conditon , LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Control Experimental Statistic 
Experiment 

M in Max Median Mean so M in Max Median Mean so T statistic p value Burglary 0 4358 581 .00 1003.85 1073.35 0 4531 659.50 1039.03 1037.86 -0.25 Robbery 0 4267 137.00 536.88 821.41 0 2839 214 522.16 653.57 0.11 LCCE 0 4358 455.50 826.09 1008.55 0 4531 476 862.89 955.17 -0.35 

b. Did time spent in custody prior to random assignment have an impact 
on time to failure? 

Time in custody was highly skewed . As with offending seriousness, a 
log transformation was applied on using the Ln(numexpr) function on SPSS. 
Cox proportional hazard regression was used to determine overall effects of 
time spent in custody and time to failure. Results displayed in Table 4.6.3b 
indicated that custody duration prior to random assignment was significantly 
related to the time it took for project offenders to reoffend in the robbery 
experiment (HR 1.301, p=.014) and the LCCE combined (HR=1.165, p=.003) 
and approached significance in the burglary experiment (HR=1.116, p=.071 ). 
Results suggested that the more time spent in custody, the faster offenders 
reoffended. 

Table 4.6.3b: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression. Time Spent in Custody Pre-RA and 
Time to Failure Post-RA by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment 8 SE Wald df Si g. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp(B) 
Lower Upper Burglary 0.110 0.061 3.262 1 0.071 1.116 0.991 1.257 Robbery 0.263 0.106 6.091 1 0.014 1.301 1.056 1.602 LCCE 0.153 0.051 8.891 1 0.003 1.165 1.054 1.288 

c. Did offenders who spent more time in custody reoffend faster than 
offenders with less time in custody prior to random assignment? 

In order to clarify the relationship between custody and time to failure, 
three custody groups were created: 

o Offenders who had served between 0 and 179 days in custody 
(abbreviated to 0 to 6 months), 

o Offenders who had spent between 180 to 730.5 days in custody 
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(abbreviated to 6 and 24 months), and 

o Offenders who had more than 24 months in custody prior to random 
assignment. 

Kaplan Meier survival analysis was conducted on the three custody 
groups by experiment. Results indicated that in the LCCE, offenders who had 
spent less than 6 months in custody prior to random assignment took longer 
to reoffend (mean = 547 days) than offenders who had served between 6 and 
24 months (326 days) or offenders with more than 24 months in custody (332 
days). 

The most dramatic differences in group means occurred in the robbery 
experiment where offenders with more than 24 months in custody had a mean 
time to failure of 278 days as compared to 626 days for offenders with less 
than 6 months in custody. The survival means for the burglary experiment 
were very similar for the three groups: offenders had means of 366 days (less 
than 6 months), 348 days (between 6 and 24 months) and 328 days (more 
than 24 months). 

The log rank test indicated that the survival means between custody 
groups in the burglary experiment were not significantly different, however, 
results were signifiq_ant in the robbery (log rank = 11.16, p=.0038) and the 
combined LCCE (log rank = 13.61, p=.0011 ). Table 4.6.3c displays the 
survival means for the custody groups by experiment. 

Table 4.6.3c: Time Spent in Custody Pre-RA (Months) and 
Mean Time to Failure by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment 
Months in 

Mean Median SE Custody Pre-RA 

0 to 6 399 286 53 

Burglary 
6 to 24 348 127 50 

> 24 328 82 49 
Log rank, d~2) 4.11' p=.1 278 

0 to 6 628 425 75 

Robbery 
6 to 24 249 87 64 

> 24 278 185 111 
Log rank, d~2) 11.16, p=.0038 

0 to 6 547 425 53 

LCCE 
6 to 24 326 112 42 

> 24 332 85 45 
Log rank, d~2) 13.61 ' p=.0011 
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d. Does time spent in custody prior to random assignment interact with 
restorative justice? 

Cox regression results indicated that time to failure was not significantly 
impacted by the interaction of restorative justice and time spent in custody 
prior to random assignment in the burglary, robbery or LCCE combined. 
Table 4.6.3di displays the results of the Cox regression for the interaction of 
time spent in custody pre-RA and experimental condition. 

Table 4.6.3di: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression. Interaction of Time Spent in Custody Pre-RA and Experimental Condition on Time to Failure by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment I ntereraction Term B SE Wald df Si g. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp(B) 
Lower Upper 

Burglary Condition*Custody Pre 0.012 0.026 0.200 1 0.654 1.012 0.961 
Robbery Condition*Custody Pre 0.021 0.051 0.168 1 0.682 1.021 0.924 
LCCE Condition*Custody Pre 0.014 0.023 0.368 1 0.544 1.014 0.969 

The three custody groups were analysed using Kaplan Meier survival 
analysis. Table 4.6.3dii displays the survival means for time spent in custody 
by experiment and experimental condition. 

In the robbel)' experiment, the more time spent in custody, the faster 
offenders reoffended, however, offenders in the experimental condition 
reoffended at a slower rate than offenders in the control condition for all 
custody groups. The log rank test indicated that the survival means were 
significantly different within the control (log rank = 6.83, p=.0328) condition 
and between control and experimental condition (11.72, p=.0029). Results 
approached significance within the experimental condition (5.38, p=.0677). 
None of the custody groups had survival means that were significantly 
different between control and experimental condition. 

The longest time to failure in the burglary experiment was for offenders 
who had taken part in restorative justice and had served less than 6 months in 
custody prior to random assignment (log rank = 2.80, p=.0943) . Offenders 
With more than 24 months in custody reoffended at a faster rate if they were in 
the experimental condition (273 days) as compared to the control condition 
(371 days), although the medians for control and experimental group were 
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similar (83 and 81 respectively). 

As a whole, LCCE offenders who had served less than 6 months or 
between 6 and 24 months in custody had longer mean time to failure in the 
experimental condition. Offenders with more than 24 months averaged 289 
days to failure in the experimental condition and 360 days in the control 
condition - a difference of 71 days. The log rank test indicated that the 
survival means were significantly different between control and experimental 
condition (log rank = 14.03, p=.0009) and within experimental condition (log 
rank = 11.61, p=.0030) but not within the control condition (log rank = 3.62, 
p=.1635). 

Table 4.6.3dii: Time Spent in Custody (Months) Pre-RA and Mean Time to Failure 
by Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Exp 
Months in Control Experimental Log rank Experiment Custody Pre-RA Mean Median SE Mean Median SE (df=1) Log rank df(2) 

i:::' 
0 to 6 275 170 56 484 451 75 2.80, p=.0943 "' 6 to 24 339 118 66 342 133 70 .06, p=.8044 ~ 
> 24 371 83 76 273 81 58 .29, p=.5930 

4.25, p=.1192 :::1 
ID 

Log rank, d~2) 0.20, p=.9047 6.68, p=.0354 
i:::' 

0 to 6 452 323 65 668 451 114 .26, p=.6104 CIJ 6 to 24 220 68 92 265 88 86 .08, p=.7748 
.t:l 

11.72, p=.0029 
.t:l 

> 24 119 85 35 331 257 144 1.17, p=.2799 
0 
a: 

Log rank, d~2) 6.83, p=.0328 5.38, p=.0677 
0 to 6 382 286 47 622 451 77 2.00, p=.1571 w 6 to 24 317 107 57 318 129 56 .04, p=.8373 

(.) 

14.03, p=.0009 
(.) 

> 24 360 83 69 289 94 55 .03, p=.8642 
....1 

Log rank, d~2) 3.62, p=.1635 11 .61 ' p=.0030 

4.6.4 Frequency and seriousness of offending and custody 
Having explored frequency and seriousness of offending and time in 

custody individually, analysis was then carried out to determine whether a 
combination of these factors had an impact on time to failure and the 
effectiveness of restorative justice. Frequency of arrests, as opposed to 
frequency of convictions, was used in this portion of the analysis. 

Cox proportional hazard regression was conducted initially to look at 
the three variables. The results are displayed in Table 4.6.4. When 
frequency, seriousness of offending (log transformed) and time in custody (log 
transformed) prior to random assignment were all put into the regression 
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similar (83 and 81 respectively). 
As a whole, LCCE offenders who had served less than 6 months or 

between 6 and 24 months in custody had longer mean time to failure in the 
experimental condition. Offenders with more than 24 months averaged 289 
days to failure in the experimental condition and 360 days in the control 
condition- a difference of 71 days. The log rank test indicated that the 
survival means were significantly different between control and experimental 
condition (log rank = 14.03, p=.0009) and within experimental condition (log 
rank= 11.61, p=.0030) but not within the control condition (log rank= 3.62, 
p=.1635). 

Table 4.6.3dii: Time Spent in Custody (Months) Pre-RA and Mean Time to Failure 
by Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Exp 
Months in Control Experimental Log rank Experiment Custody Pre-RA Mean Median SE Mean Median SE (df=1) Log rank df(2) 

~ 
0 to 6 275 170 56 484 451 75 2.80, p=.0943 "' 6 to 24 339 118 66 342 133 70 .06, p=.8044 '§ 

4.25, p=.1192 
::l > 24 371 83 76 273 81 58 .29, p=.5930 m 

Log rank, d~2) 0.20, p=.9047 6.68, p=.0354 -:::-
~ 

0 to 6 452 323 65 668 451 114 .26, p=.61 04 Q) 6 to 24 220 68 92 265 88 86 .08, p=.7748 
..a 

11 .72, p=.0029 
..a 

> 24 119 85 35 331 257 144 1.17' p=.2799 
0 
a: 

Log rank, d~2)~ 6.83, p=.0328 5.38, p=.0677 0 to 6 382 286 47 622 451 77 2.00, p=.1571 w 6 to 24 317 107 57 318 129 56 .04, p=.8373 
(.) 

14.03, p=.0009 
(.) 

> 24 360 83 69 289 94 55 .03, p=.8642 
...J 

Log rank, d~ 2) 3.62, p=.1635 11.61' p=.0030 

4.6.4 Frequency and seriousness of offending and custody 
Having explored frequency and seriousness of offending and time in 

custody individually, analysis was then carried out to determine whether a 
combination of these factors had an impact on time to failure and the 
effectiveness of restorative justice. Frequency of arrests, as opposed to 
frequency of convictions, was used in this portion of the analysis. 

Cox proportional hazard regression was conducted initially to look at 
the three variables. The results are displayed in Table 4.6.4. When 
frequency, seriousness of offending (log transformed) and time in custody (log 
transformed) prior to random assignment were all put into the regression 
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model, frequency of offending and seriousness of offending were significantly 
related to time to failure in the burglary experiment and LCCE combined. 

None of the variables were significantly related to time to failure in the robbery 
experiment. 

The interaction of arrest frequency and offending seriousness prior to 
random assignment was significantly related to survival time in the burglary 
(p=.OOO) and robbery (p=.024) experiments and the LCCE combined (p=.OOO. 
Frequency of arrests and time in custody, as well as seriousness of offending 
and time in custody, were significantly related to survival time in the burglary 
(p~.001) and LCCE (p=.OOO). In the robbery experiment, frequency and 
custody approached significance (p=.095) and seriousness and custody had a 
significant impact on time to failure (p=.011 ). 

Frequency and seriousness of offending and experimental condition 
was significantly related to time to failure in the burglary experiment and 

LCCE (p=.OOO). The interaction between frequency, custody and 
' experimental condition was significantly related to time to failure in the 

burglary experiment (p=.OOO) but not in the robbery or combined LCCE. The 
interaction of frequency and seriousness of offending, time in custody and 
experimental condition was significant in the burglary experiment (p=.0001) 
and LCCE (p=.OOO) but not for the robbery experiment (p=.270). 
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Table 4.6.4: Cox Proportion Hazard Regressions: Frequency, Seriousness, Custody and 
Experimental Condition by Experiment, LCCE Offenders {n=355) 

Exp Interaction Term 8 SE Wald df Sig. Exp{B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp{B) 

Lower Upper Frequency 0.011 0.005 5.045 1 0.025 1.011 1.001 Seriousness 0.274 0.112 6.030 1 0.014 1.316 1.057 Custody -0.004 0.069 0.003 1 0.954 0.996 0.870 Frequency'Seriousness 0.002 0.000 24.746 1 0.000 1.002 1.001 >-
Frequency' Custody 0.002 0.000 25.139 

.... 
1 0.000 1.002 1.001 

CG 
"Sl Seriousness'Custody 0.021 0.006 10.574 1 0.001 1.021 1.008 .... 
~ Frequency'Seriousness' Custody 0.000 0.000 24.259 1 0.000 1.000 1.000 ID 

Frequency' Seriousness'Condition 0.002 0.000 13.755 1 0.000 1.002 1.001 Frequency'Custody'Condition 0.002 0.001 17.217 1 0.000 1.002 1.001 Seriousness'Custody'Condition 0.003 0.003 1.015 1 0.314 1.003 0.997 Frequency' Seriousness'Custody'Condition 0.000 0.000 13.153 1 0.000 1,090 1.000 Frequency -0.020 0.047 0.185 1 0.667 0.980 0.893 Seriousness 0.174 0.205 0.719 1 0.396 1.190 0.796 Custody 0.234 0.147 2.536 1 0.111 1.264 0.947 Frequency'Seriousness 0.007 0.003 5.116 1 0.024 1.007 1.001 >-
Frequency'Custody 0.006 0.004 2.788 

.... 
1 0.095 1.006 0.999 

Q) 
..c Seriousness'Custody 0.027 0.010 6.495 1 0.011 1.027 1.006 ..c 
0 Frequency'Seriousness'Custody 0.001 0.000 2.823 1 0.093 1.001 1.000 a: 

Frequency'Seriousness'Condition 0.006 0.004 2.013 1 0.156 1.006 0.998 F requency 'Custody'Condition 0.002 0.001 13.718 1 0.000 1.002 1.001 Seriousness'Custody'Condition 0.005 0.007 0.427 1 0.513 1.005 0.991 Frequency'Seriousness'Custody'Condition 0.001 0.001 1.214 1 0.270 1.001 1.000 Frequency 0.012 0.005 6.128 1 0.013 1.012 1.002 Seriousness 0.232 0.093 6.219 1 0.013 1.261 1.051 Custody 0.034 0.061 0.316 1 0.574 1.035 0.919 Frequency'Seriousness 0.002 0.000 33.359 1 0.000 1.002 1.001 w Frequency'Custody 0.003 0.000 31 .659 1 0.000 1.003 1.002 (.) 
Seriousness' Custody 0.022 0.005 18.163 1 0.000 1.022 1.012 

(.) 
..J Frequency'Seriousness'Custody 0.000 0.000 30.422 1 0.000 1.000 1.000 Frequency'Seriousness'Condition 0.002 0.000 17.979 1 0.000 1.002 1.001 F requency'Custody'Condition 0.005 0.005 1.232 1 0.267 1.005 0.996 Seriousness'Custody'Condition 0.004 0.003 1.623 1 0.203 1.004 0.998 Frequency'Seriousness'Custody'Condition 0.000 0.000 16.412 1 0.000 1.000 1.000 

Using the High and Low groups created individually for frequency, 
seriousness and time in custody, Kaplan Meier survival distributions and log 
rank tests were conducted to further explain the relationship between these 
variables and restorative justice. 

4.6.4a Frequency and seriousness of offending and restorative justice 

For the purpose of simplifying results, two groups of offenders were 
created. 

o 'Low' frequency/severity offenders had a frequency of less than two 
arrests per year in the five years prior to random assignment and 
had an offending history that had a maximum sentence score 
between 84 and 1000 months. 
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o 'High' frequency/severity offenders had a frequency of more than 7 

arrests per year in the five years prior to random assignment and 

had a maximum sentence score over 2000 months. 

Survival means presented in table 4.4b indicate that offenders with low 

frequency and seriousness scores had longer mean survival times than 

offenders with high frequency and seriousness scores. In addition, for both 

low and high groups, and burglary and robbery experiment, offenders 

reoffended at a slower rate if they were in the experimental condition as 

opposed to the control condition. Burglary offenders who had a low frequency 

of arrests and a low offending seriousness score had a mean survival time of 

376 days in the control condition and 559 days in the experimental condition. 

Offenders with a high frequency and offending seriousness score had over 2.5 

times the mean survival time if they were in the experimental condition (236 

days) as compared to the control condition (94 days). 

Log rank tests for the equality of survival distributions proved to be 

significant between control and experimental condition in the burglary (log 

rank= 19.56, p=.OOOO), robbery (log rank= 15.49, p=.0001) and combined 

London Crown Court Experiments (log rank = 41.54, p=.OOOO). Log rank tests 

were also significant within control and experimental conditions for the 

burglary, robbery ' and LCCE. 

Offenders with more frequent and serious offending prior to random 

assignment took longer to reoffend if they had taken part in restorative justice 

conferences in addition to court than if their case had just proceeded through 

the crown court. Graph 4.6.4a illustrates the different survival means for low 

and high groups and by experimental condition. 
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Table 4.6.4a: High/Low Frequency of Arrests and Severity of Offending, Mean Time to Failure 

by Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Control High/Low Experimental 
Log rank (df=1) 

Experiment Experiment 
Mean Median SE Mean Median SE Log rank df(3) 

Low 376 170 87 559 713 72 3.11' p=.0780 
Burglary High 94 35 36 236 56 69 2.01 , p=.1559 19.56, p=.OOOO 

log rank 9.46, p=.0021 1 0.12, p=.0015 I :-::· . •· : .. · .>::::-:' ,•: 
Low 398 425 63 662 451 119 .40, p=.5287 

Robbery High 58 57 17 141 88 46 1.64, p=.2000 15.49, p=.0001 
log rank 11.60, p=.0007 7.1 0, p=.0077 :_. ...· :-.'·:-·: 

Low 451 242 66 672 713 88 3.45, p=.0621 
LCCE High 91 41 32 234 58 62 2.96, p=.0854 41.24, p=.OOOO 

log rank 22.72, p=.OOOO 19.01, p=.OOOO ! :: ····· 

Graph 4.6.4a: Survival Functions: High/Low Frequency of Arrests and Severity of 
Offending Pre-RA by Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 
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4.6.4b Frequency of arrests, time in custody and restorative justice 
Offenders with the highest and lowest frequency of arrests and time in 

custody were focused on in the analysis. A high and a low group of offenders 
were compared by experiment and experimental condition: 

o 'Low' frequency/time in custody offenders had a frequency of less 
than 2 arrests per year in the five years prior to random assignment 
and had spent less than 6 months in custody. 

o 'High' frequency/time in custody offenders had a frequency of more 
than 7 arrests per year in the five years prior to random assignment 
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and had spent more than 24 months in custody. 

Kaplan Meier survival analysis indicated that for the burglary, robbery 

and LCCE combined, the low scoring group reoffended at a slower rate than 

the high scoring group. Both low and high groups reoffended at a slower rate 

if they were in the experimental condition as compared to the control 

condition. High scoring robbery offenders in the control condition had the 

lowest survival mean (82 days) and low scoring robbery offenders in the 

experimental condition had the longest survival time (728 days). 

Burglary offenders who had a low frequency of arrests and had spent 

less than 6 months in custody had a mean survival time of 269 days in the 

control condition and 515 days in the experimental condition. Offenders with 

a high frequency of arrests and over 24 months in custody had a mean time to 

failure of 1 06 days in the control condition and 276 days in the experimental 

group. The log rank test indicated that the survival means were significantly 

different within the burglary control (log rank= 3.06, p=.0801) and 

experimental condition (log rank= 5.73, p=.0167). In addition, survival means 

were significantly different between the burglary control and experimental 

condition as a whole (log rank = 11.43, p=.0096), but not for the specific high 

and low groups created (p>.05). 
~ 

Robbery offenders with a high frequency of arrests and time in custody 

had a mean survival time of 82 days in the control condition and 445 in the 

experimental condition. Low scoring robbery offenders had a mean survival 

time of 424 days in the control condition and 728 days in the experimental 

condition. Survival means for the low and high groups created had a high 

standard error (124 and 208, respectively). Log rank tests indicated that the 

survival means were significant for high and low groups in the control group 

and between control and experimental condition but were not significant within 

the experimental condition, between experimental and control condition. 

For the combined LCCE, log rank tests indicated that the survival 

means for high and low groups were significantly different within control (log 

rank = 16.32, p=.0001) and within experimental condition (log rank = 1 0.67, 

P=.0011) and between control and experimental condition as a whole (log 

rank = 29.75, p<.0001 ). Table 4.6.4b provides a summary of survival means 

and Graph 4.6.4b illustrates the survival functions for low and high 
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frequency/time in custody by experimental condition. 

Table 4.6.4b: High/Low Frequency of Arrests and Time in Custody, Mean Time to Failure 
by Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Control Experimental 
Experiment High/Low Mean Median SE Mean Median SE 

Low 269 170 79 515 511 
Burglary High 106 35 43 276 58 

log rank 3.06, p=.0801 5.73, p=.0167 
Low 424 425 60 728 451 

Robbery High 82 85 23 445 295 
log rank 9.39, p=.0022 .88, p=.3472 

Low 377 322 51 697 511 
LCCE High 124 49 43 318 80 

log rank 16.32, p=.0001 1 0.67, p:.0011 

Graph 4.6.4b: Survival Functions- High/Low Frequency of Arrests and Time 
in Custody Pre-RA by Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 
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4.6.4c Frequency, seriousness and t ime in custody and restorative 
justice 
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Log rank df(3) 

11.43, p=.0096 
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29.75, p=.OOOO 

Offenders with the highest and lowest frequency of arrests, 

seriousness of offending scores and time in custody were the focus of 
analysis in this section. A high and a low scoring group were compared by 
experiment and experimental condition: 

o 'Low' frequency/severity offenders had a frequency of less than 2 
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arrests per year in the five years prior to random assignment an 

offending history that had a maximum sentence score between 84 

and 1000 months in custody and had served less than 6 months in 

custody. 

o 'High' frequency/severity/time in custody offenders had a frequency 

of more than 7 arrests per year in the five years prior to random 

assignment, a maximum sentence score over 2000 months and had 

served over 24 months in custody. 

In general, results for offenders with low/high frequency of 

arrests/seriousness of offending and time in custody were similar to results 

found for low/high frequency + seriousness groups and low/high frequency + 

time in custody groups. High scoring robbery offenders in the control 

condition reoffended the fastest and low scoring robbery offenders reoffended 

the slowest. Offenders with a low frequency of arrests and seriousness of 

offending and with less than 6 months in custody had longer survival means 

than high scoring offenders. For each low and high scoring group, offenders 

took longer to reoffend if they were in the experimental rather than control 

condition. 

Burglary offenders with a low score had a mean survival time of 269 
--.. 

days in the control condition and 520 in the experimental condition. High 

scoring burglary offenders had over twice the survival mean in the 

experimental condition (288 days) than the control condition (1 05). Low 

scoring robbery offenders had a survival mean of 446 days in the control 

condition and 728 days in the experimental condition - although the standard 

error was very high (124). High scoring robbery offenders had over 2.5 times 

the survival mean in the experimental condition (192) than the control 

condition (71 days). 

Log rank tests indicated that survival means were significantly different 

within the control condition group and between control and experimental 

condition for the burglary, robbery and LCCE as a whole. The log rank tests 

results were significant within the experimental condition in the burglary 

experiment and LCCE combined but only approached significance in the 

robbery experiment (log rank= 3.40, p=.0652). Log rank tests on the specific 

Low/High groups were not significant between experiment and control 
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condition. Table 4.6.4c presents the survival means and log rank tests by 
experiment and experimental condition. 

Results suggest that offenders with a lower frequency of arrest, 
seriousness of offending and time in custody take longer to reoffend than 
offenders with a high frequency of arrests, seriousness of offending and who 
have spent more time in custody. Participation in restorative justice had a 
significant effect on increasing the time it took for offenders to reoffend in the 
low and high scoring groups in the burglary and robbery experiment and 
LCCE combined. Graph 4.6.4c illustrates the survival functions for the low 
and high groups by experimental condition. 

Table 4.6.4c: High/Low Frequency, Severity and Time in Custody, Mean Time to Failure 
by Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Control Experimental 
Experiment High/Low Mean Median SE Mean Median 

Low 269 170 79 520 511 
Burglary High 105 35 46 288 40 

log rank 3.1 0, p=.0782 4.48, p:.0343 
Low 446 425 65 728 451 

Robbery High 71 57 14 192 295 
log rank 19.83, p=.OOOO 3.40, p=.0652 
Low 388 323 54 698 511 

LCCE High 105 48 42 299 80 
log rank ..._ 16.15, p=.0001 11.47, p=.0007 

Graph 4.6.4c: Survival Functions - High/Low Severity, Frequency andTime in Custody Pre-RA by Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 
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4.6.5 Summary of results 

4.6.5a Frequency 

1. Frequency of arrests was measured using the Crime Reporting 
Information System and frequency of convictions was measured using 
data from the Police National Computer. Both frequency of arrests and 
convictions took into account days at risk of offending (e.g. not in 
custody). 

2. Burglary offenders had over twice the average arrests and over one 
and half times the average convictions per year in the five years prior to 
random assignment than robbery offenders. 

3. The greater the frequency of arrests and convictions prior to random 
assignment, the faster project offenders reoffended post random 
assignment. 

4. In the burglary experiment, control group offenders with a frequency of 
more than 7 arrests per year in the five years prior to random 
assignment had the shortest mean survival time (94 days) and low 
frequency offenders in the experimental condition had the longest 
mean survival time (507 days). 

5. In the robbery experiment, high frequency offenders (arrests or 
convictions) in the control group had the lowest mean survival time and 
low frequency offenders in the experimental group had the longest 
mean survival time. 

6. Survival time was significantly impacted by participation in restorative 
justice and the frequency of prior arrests or convictions in the burglary 
and combined London Crown Court Experiments but not in the robbery 
experiment. 

4.6.5b Seriousness of offending 
1. Seriousness of offending was determined by adding up the maximum 

possible sentence for each arrest prior to random assignment. 
Maximum sentences were derived from Archbold's (Richardson & 
Thomas, 2006) and Stone's Justices Manual (Carr &Turner, 2006)
two legal texts used by judges. 
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2. The burglary experiment had a higher mean maximum sentence score 
than robbery offenders. This may be explained in part by the higher 
frequency of arrests observed in the burglary experiment. 

3. Offenders with a higher maximum sentence score reoffended 
significantly faster than offenders with a lower maximum sentence 
score in the burglary experiment and the LCCE but not for the robbery 
experiment. 

4. Survival time was significantly effected by the interaction of offence 
seriousness and restorative justice in the burglary experiment and 
LCCE. Offenders whose arrest history prior to random assignment 
received a low or high seriousness score took longer to reoffend in the 
experimental condition that the control condition. 

4.6.5c Time in custody prior to random assignment 
1. All historical data on time in custody was extracted from the Inmate 

Information System (liS). 

2. Burglary offenders had spent almost twice as much time in custody 
(mean = 1022.14 days) prior to random assignment as robbery 
offenders (mean= 529.87days). 

-... 
3. Time in custody prior to random assignment had a significant impact on 

time to failure in the robbery experiment and LCCE but not in the 
burglary experiment. The more time in custody, the faster project 
offenders reoffended. 

4. Cox hazard regression did not report a significant relationship between 
time in custody prior to random assignment and restorative justice on 
time to failure. However, when time in custody was distributed into 
three groups and compared using Kaplan Meier survival analysis, 
survival means were significantly different between experimental and 
control condition in the robbery and LCCE. 

4.6.5d Frequency and seriousness of offending and time in custody 
1. Analysis was carried out to determine whether a combination of arrest 

frequency, offending seriousness and time in custody prior to random 
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assignment had an impact on survival time and/or the effectiveness of 
restorative justice. 

2. Offenders with a low frequency and seriousness score had a longer 
mean survival time than offenders with a high frequency and 
seriousness score. Burglary, robbery and LCCE offenders with more 
frequent and serious offending prior to random assignment took longer 
to reoffend if they had taken part in a restorative justice conference 
than if their case had been dealt with by court alone. 

3. Project offenders with a low frequency of arrests and time in custody 
took longer to reoffend than offenders with a high frequency of arrests 
and time in custody. In addition, for each low/high group, offenders 
took longer to reoffend if they had taken part in a restorative justice 
conference as opposed to the control condition. 

4. Offenders with a lower frequency of arrests, seriousness of offending 
and time in custody took longer to reoffend than offenders with a high 
frequency + seriousness + time in custody. Participation in restorative 
justice had a significant effect on increasing the time if took for 
offenders to reoffend for low and high scoring groups in the burglary, 
robbery and LCCE. 
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Chapter 5 

Drug use and Restorative justice 

Drug use and offending 
Addressing drug use with restorative justice 
Research aims and method 
Analysis and results 
Summary of main findings 

5.1 Overview 

This chapter explores the relationship between restorative justice, drug 
use and offending. There is substantial evidence that restorative justice 'is a 
promising strategy for addressing many of the current problems of the criminal_ 
justice system' (Lee, 2007:6). In addition, restorative justice may work better 
with more serious crimes rather than less serious crimes (Sherman & Strang, 
2007). The question to be investigated is whether restorative justice will work 
with offenders who commit serious crimes and abuse drugs. Offenders who 
abuse drugs are likely to be among the most serious recidivists and present a 
formidable challenge for current criminal justice responses. Whilst restorative ..... 

justice has been the subject of rigorous testing, exploring drug use as an 
individual criminal career variable affecting the effectiveness of restorative 
justice has not. The London Crown Court Experiments provided the 
opportunity to investigate drug use in a sample of serious burglary and 
robbery offenders and explore whether reoffending (as measured by time to 
failure) was affected by drug use and participation in restorative justice. This 
dissertation reviews literature on drug use and restorative justice, describes 
the key research aims and methods used, presents the results of analyses 
and concludes with a summary of the main findings. 

5.2 Drug Use and Offending 

The 2005/2006 British Crime Survey estimates that almost 35 percent 
(11 million) of 16 to 59 year olds have used illicit drugs in their lifetime and 3.4 
percent have used at least one Class A drug within the year of the survey 

Chapter 5, Drugs Use and Restorative Justice-188-



(Roe & Man, 2006). Cannabis was the drug most frequently used by 
respondents followed in order by cocaine, ecstasy, amphetamines, amyl 
nitrates and hallucinogens. As the BCS surveys only adults living in private 
households, it is likely that the percentage of drug use would be higher if it 
included adults living in transient accommodation, those residing in custody or 
the homeless. The survey results suggest that drug use is an important social 
issue. 

There is a continued debate as to whether drug use leads to offending, 
or offending leads to drug use. Clearly not all people who use drugs offend 
and not all people who offend use drugs. Holloway, Bennett and Farrington 
(2005) propose that there are three types of theories on the connection 
between drug use and crime - theories that imply a direct causal relationship, 
theories that propose an indirect causal relationship and theories that suggest 
that the there is a general association between crime, drug use and other 
problem behaviours but that the relationship is non-causal. lt may be that the 
complex structures, processes and meanings of the drug crime relationship 
are 'irreducible both to drug addiction and to delinquent lifestyle' (DaAgra, 
2002; p.30). 

What is evident however, is that among populations of offenders, high 
~ 

levels of drug use are associated with high levels of crime and low levels of 
drug use are associated with low levels of crime (see Bean, 2002). Serious 
drug use may serve to intensify and perpetuate patterns of criminality rather 
than initiate criminal careers (lnciardi & Pottieger, 1994). The Offending, 
Crime and Justice Survey completed in 2005, found that drug use was one of 
the attributes most strongly associated with committing an offence amongst 
16-25 year olds (Wilson, Sharp & Patterson, 2006). In 2004, the Prolific and 
Priority Offender programme (PPO) was established to target the small 
number of most active and/or problematic offenders in England and Wales. In 
a recent assessment of the programme, Dawson and Cuppleditch (2007) 
reported that with the exception of one, all PPOs interviewed (n=60) had used 
illegal drugs and three quarters stated that funding their drug habit was the 
main reason they committed crime. 

Salmelainen (1995) explored the impact of developmental, lifestyle, 
attitude, punishment and criminal history factors on offending frequency and 
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offending type in a detention centre in New South Wales. Interviews were 
conducted with 247 juvenile offenders serving a control order for robbery, 
motor vehicle theft, shoplifting, other theft or breaking and entering. No 
statistically significant association was found between rate of offending for any 
offence and developmental factors such as frequency of parental supervision, 
family conflict and truancy; attitude and perceptual factors such as whether 
offenders perceived the victim could afford the theft or whether their future 
employment opportunities would be limited by their offending. In contrast, 
offenders who used drugs and used them more frequently, were significantly 
more likely to be high rate offenders for more serious offences than those 
offenders who did not use drugs or consumed them infrequently. In addition, 
low perceived risk of apprehension was significantly related to high frequency 
offending. 

In addition to investigating the relationship between drug use and 
crime, recent research has also focused on whether some drugs are more 
strongly related to crime than others and whether some drugs are more 
strongly associated with specific crime types. Such research is important as it 
informs policy and allows the government to direct limited resources to the 
people who need it most. Holloway, Bennett and Farrington (2005) conducted 

~ 

a meta-analysis of 30 studies examining the connection between drug misuse 
and crime. Studies had been published between 1980 and 2003 and most 
had sample sizes of over 200 participants. The types of samples studied 
were offenders (16 studies) followed by drug users (1 0) and the general 
population (4). In 29 of the 30 studies, self-report interviews had been used to 
explore the relationship between drug use and offending. Overall, the studies 
showed that there was a significant positive association between drug use 
and crime with drug users 2.8 to 3.8 times more likely to offend than non drug 
users. 

Holloway et al. (2005) looked at type of drugs used and offending. Six 
studies included in the meta-analysis had looked at crack cocaine and 
offending; results indicated that offending was 6 times greater for crack users 
than non-crack users. Fourteen studies examined the relationship between 
heroin use and offending. Analysis revealed that heroin users were 3 to 3.5 
times more likely to offend than non-heroin users. Eleven studies investigated 
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cocaine and offending with results suggesting that the odds of offending were 
2.5 times higher for cocaine users than non-cocaine users. Marijuana users 
were about 1 .5 times more likely to offend than respondents who did not use 
marijuana in their meta-analysis of ten studies. Analysis of six studies 
showed that amphetamine users were about 1.9 times more likely to commit 
crime. There were insufficient studies available to examine the relationship 
between other drugs and crime. The authors concluded that the three drugs 
most commonly associated with offending were crack, heroin and cocaine. 

Holloway et al. (2005} also looked at the relationship between heroin, 
crack and cocaine use and specific offence types. The mean effect sizes 
were significant between drug use and shoplifting (mean effect=6.31 ), drug 
use and prostitution (2.89), drug use and burglary (2.22) and drug use and 
robbery (1. 71 ). The m eta-analysis provides empirical evidence that different 
drug types have different effects on offending and that variations in crime type 
are also differently impacted by drug use. The authors emphasise that the 
samples used were likely to have a high proportion of drug users resulting in 
considerable similarities that could underestimate the drug-crime relationship 
than if a wholly drug free comparison group had been used (e.g. police 
officers). 

~ 

A total of 7535 arrestees were interviewed between October 2003 and 
September 2004 as part of the first nationally-representative survey of drugs 
and crime amongst arrestees in England and Wales (Boreham et al., 2006). 
Arrestees were 17 years or over and had been arrested on suspicion of 
committing any offence at one of 60 high throughput custody suites. 
Interviews consisted of a 20-minute computerised questionnaire that included 
a self-completion section with more sensitive questions regarding offending 
behaviour, drug and alcohol use and treatment. Oral fluid samples were also 
taken for evidence of recent drug use. Fifty-seven percent of arrestees 
reported that they had taken one or more drugs in the last month with 
cannabis being the most widely used drug (46 percent) followed by 28 percent 
of offenders having used heroin, crack or cocaine (HCC). Thirty-six percent of 
HCC users reported that they had committed crime to get drugs as compared 
to 2 percent of offenders who had not taken these drugs in the previous 
twelve months. The survey also explored the relationship between the type of 
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drug used and crimes committed. HCC users were more likely to be high rate 
offenders with 21 percent committing at least 366 acquisitive crimes (e.g. 
burglary, robbery and theft) in the last year as compared to 1 percent of those 
who had not taken HCC. Eighty-one percent of respondents who had used 
HCC in the last year had committed a commercial burglary, 77 percent had 
committed a domestic burglary or theft from a person and 75 percent had 
committed a robbery from the person. 

The Home Office reports that the links between drug use and crime are 
well established (Home Office, 2002b). Around seventy-five percent of heroin 
and crack addicts commit crime to fund their habit and seventy-five percent of 
persistent offenders have misused drugs (Home Office, 2002b). The Updated 
Drug Strategy report concludes that it is essential to 'concentrate on 
preventing and treating problematic drug use and working with our most 
damaged communities if we are to reduce the harm drugs cause' (Home 
Office, 2002b: 1 ). 

5.3 Addressing Drug Use with Restorative Justice 

A consistent finding is that many substance abusers have unresolved 
trauma in their lives that contribute to their substance misuse and offending 
(Kraft, Muck & Brazemore, 2001; Lloyd, 1998; Marlatt et al., 1988; Pollard & 
Baker, 2000; Shenk & Zehr, 2001; Rutter, 1996a). Persistent heavy drug 
users present a 'formidable challenge' and have 'almost every personal and 
social problem one can imagine' (Wilson, 1999:529). Risk factors such as 
parent or peer drug use, childhood abuse (sexual, physical or emotional) or 
neglect, depression, stressful life changes, delinquency and antisocial 
behaviour have all been associated with drug misuse (Marlatt et al., 1988; 
Pollard & Baker, 2000). These events may lead to a cycle of loss and trauma 
which results in self destructive behaviour and drug use which ultimately 
impede the development of cognitive, social and emotional coping skills 
(Marlatt et al., 1988). Where such factors are not addressed through 
treatment, offenders may continue to use illicit drugs when they feel isolated 
and unable to cope with stress, emotional pain, negative mood states, shame, 
guilt and trauma (ISTSS, 2005; Marlatt et al., 1988; Shenk & Zehr, 2001 ). 
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There is much evidence that drug treatment programmes can be 
effective at reducing reoffending (Holloway, Bennett & Farrington, 2005; Muck et al., 2001) but a major factor in the success of the intervention is the 
identification of events leading up to the offending behaviour and substance abuse and the offender's motivation to take action (Braithwaite, 2001; 
Prochaska, DiCiemente & Norcross, 1992). Once an offender is positively inclined towards change, the primary goal of practitioners is to 'hook' the 
offender with a number of interventions that will raise awareness, provide comprehensive assessment and objective feedback, establish appropriate targets and continued encouragement (Donovan, 1988; Marlatt et al., 1988). 

Restorative justice may provide a platform for addressing core issues that led to drug misuse in the first place and motivate the offender to change. Restorative justice is a process involving victims, offenders and communities in which harms experienced by the victims are identified and there is an 
obligation on the part of the offender to repair the harms (Shenk & Zehr, 
2001 :315). Offenders often realise through the conference process that their own family members and friends have suffered profoundly- this is particularly true of substance abusers whose untrustworthy behaviour may have 
destroyed most personal relationships (Braithwaite, 2001 ). People caught up ' in a serious addiction may be unable to confront issues in their lives and lack the support and commitment required for change. 

Braithwaite (2001 :245) suggests that being arrested for a criminal 
offence and participating in a conference can be a series of events meaningful enough to move offenders out of their destructive pattern of behaviour or 'drift'. The conference itself can be a ritual or special occasion for the offender to address hurts and acknowledge shame to loved ones in a way that will 
provide the social support and motivation that is essential (and normally 
lacking) for confronting substance abuse. As offenders using drugs are likely to have additional problems, the conference may also assist in identifying underlying issues and creating a response that involves the individual, family and community (Kraft, Muck & Brazemore, 2001 ). 

A fundamental part of the restorative justice conference is deciding What can done to repair the harm caused. Victims want an acknowledgement of harms through a genuine apology and an active effort from offenders to 
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take responsibility for their actions, make right the wrongs and address the 

causes of their behaviour (Shenk & Zehr, 2001; Strang, 2002). In most cases, 

an 'agreement' is formed by deliberation and consensus of the participants, 

including offenders. Often conference participants are nominated to help 

support offenders as they strive to complete their agreements. lt may be this 

'collective commitment of loved ones' that motivates offenders to honour their 

obligations made in a conference more effectively than court (Braithwaite, 

2001: 240). Where drug abuse is featured as a cause, victims regularly want 

offenders to participate in treatment or rehabilitation. Addressing drug misuse 

in particular requires tremendous commitment and support. 

There is evidence to suggest that offenders may be more motivated to 

comply with agreements made in a restorative process than with those 

ordered through traditional criminal justice responses e.g. court, probation or 

prisons (Home Office, 2003a; Latimer, Dowden & Muise, 2005; Fry, 1997). 

Latimer, Dowden and Muise (2005: 137) conducted a meta-analysis of 

restorative justice programmes. They found only eight studies that looked at 

the impact of compliance but the mean effect size was +.33 (80=.24) 

indicating that offenders who took part in restorative approaches had 

significantly higher compliance rates with agreements than comparison 

groups not participating in restorative justice practices. The authors did not 

look at the compliance of specific agreements so it is unknown whether some 

agreements had a higher compliance rate than others. However, given the 

different results in compliance, it appears that offenders need more than just 

the 'intervention' prescribed by the courts to facilitate change. 

Shapland et al. (2006) conducted an independent evaluation of the 

LCCE as part of a larger assessment of restorative justice programmes, 

funded by the Home Office. Their evaluation only included cases randomly 

assigned prior to 1st May 2004-81 percent of the total LCCE. Analysis of the 

348 agreements indicated that 36 percent of agreements were completed and 

complied with fully and 52 percent were completed partially. The authors 

suggested that failure to complete agreements was not necessarily the fault of 

offenders as the agreements were made before the offenders were assessed 

for eligibility for treatment and sometimes programmes were not available. 
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The criminal justice system fails, in many cases, to identify the 

problems underlying substance misuse, and provide the much needed 

motivation and support to change. As a result, formal criminal justice 

measures have a limited impact on repeat offending. Restorative justice in 

isolation, however, may not have the specific strategy of treatment, or in some 

cases provide temporary incapacitation, that helps offenders to desist from 

drug use. The Reintegrative Shaming Experiments (RISE) in Canberra, 

Australia compared reoffending results for cases diverted to restorative justice 

conferences with cases that proceeded as normal through the courts 

(Sherman, Strang & Woods, 2000). Whereas restorative justice reduced 

reoffending by 38 percent in the violence experiments and produced similar 

reoffending rates to court in the property experiment, there was an initial 6 

percent increase in reoffending in the drink driving experiment where 

offenders participated in a conference as compared to going to court. 

Sherman, Strang and Woods (2000) suggested that the increase in offending 

was in part because the drink driving cases did not have personal victims 

(offenders were apprehended through road side breath tests) and because 

restorative justice conferences were not able to suspend offenders' driving 

licences. 

Braithwaite speculates that RJ for the RISE drink driving experiment 

may have been better than court if the restorative justice group had been able 

to have their licences suspended in the same way as the court group. The 

implication here is that restorative justice may need to integrate with criminal 

justice responses for tackling problems such as serious addiction. For drug 

misusing offenders, restorative justice may be more effective when it occurs 

alongside a formal drug rehabilitation programme than on its own -although 

this has not been tested. In some cases, temporary incapacitation for the 

purpose of detoxification may be required for offenders to then to be able to 

productively address their addiction in a conference. To address substance 

misuse effectively, restorative justice processes supported by well -resourced 

treatment and rehabilitative options, may be the way forward (Braithwaite, 

2001: 242) 
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In the London Crown Court Experiments, detailed conference reports 12 

were written for 50 of the 118 burglary conferences and forwarded to the 

sentencing judge. The reports captured elements of the conference that 

would assist judges with an understanding of what had taken place in the 

conference including: what had led up to the offence, remorse or forgiveness 

shown and the outcome agreements that were decided by the participants. 

The following provides excerpts from two such reports written by this 

researcher to illustrate how the restorative justice conference can a) identify 

underlying issues leading to drug misuse and offending, b) restore or enhance 
social support, c) lead to commitment to change and d) promote offenders to 

take action to address their drug misuse through conference agreements. 

London Burglary Case 164 (03 October 2003) 
'I [Offender] was quite relieved getting arrested. I was sick and tired of being 

sick and tired everyday.' He [Offender] added that he had been a heroin addict for 
five to six years and 'used to be a really nice person'. He stated: 'I have lost 
everything possible ... my family, my dignity, my girlfriend, my veins.' 

The defendant's mother said that her son used to be 'a very nice person' 
before he turned to drugs and did not think he would have committed the offence if 
he was not an addict. She added: 'Despite everything, we will always be here. We 
have marks on our back where you keep treading us down but we are still here.' 

The defendant's stepfather said that he was 'not surprised when the police 
showed up. lt was a matter of relief. I was happy he [Offender] had been taken into 
some form of care.' He. [Stepfather] said that everyone in the family had been 
affected by the crime like a 'stone in a pond'. The stepfather said: 'A family with 
lesser bonding may not have stood this. We believe in him and love him.' He added 
that he thought the defendant could be the person he was before he started using 
drugs. He said that getting arrested had 'been a good thing' and that his son needed 
to 'go out clean and be in an area where it will be difficult for him to get drugs. He 
has a long life ahead of him.' 

The defendant said: 'I'm really sorry .... you don't think further than your next 
hit.' He added: 'I would like to apologise to you [looking at the victim], you [mum], 
you [brother] and you [stepfather]. 

The facilitator asked the victim first and then all participants what they thought 
could be done to. repair the harm caused. The victim said: 'I feel for your mother and 
the rest of your family. I don't think you should be sent to prison but to a drug 
rehabilitation centre.' She [Victim] also suggested that the defendant seek 
counselling to address the reason he started taking drugs in the first place. 

12 . th . London Crown Court Resident Judges convened on July 29 2003 to discuss the 
implication of R v Collins (2003) in which the appeal court decided that restorative justice 
conferences can and should be considered by Judges as possible mitigation in relation to 
sentencing. Resident Judges agreed a format for a report that would provide them with a 
better understanding of what had happened in a conference, written by an independent 
criminologist who did not participate in the conference (Sherman et al. , 2003b) 
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All the participants agreed that the defendant needed to address his drug 
addiction and that a community drugs rehabilitation programme would be better long 
terrn for the defendant. The defendant said that he thought a drugs rehabilitation 
order 'would be harder than a custodial sentence.' In addition, all agreed that it was 
important for the defendant to 'sever' past ties with friends. 

The defendant said that he would not have agreed to the restorative justice 
conference if he had not intended to change. He said that 'the worst punishment is 
letting down my mum.' His mother said that she was worried about her son going 
back on drugs but he replied: 'You are missing the point. I don't want to be a heroin 
addict anymore.' 

London Burglary Case 115 (06 February 2004) 

The defendant leaned forward in his seat and made direct eye contact with 
the victim, clenching his hands while he detailed his past and what had led up to the 
offence. He highlighted sexual abuse as a child, his early departure from school and 
how he started taking drugs ... 

Recently, he and his wife had their first child -a daughter. His wife suffering 
from post-natal depression left the defendant and returned without notice to France 
to be with her family. The defendant indicated that he spiralled downwards and 
started drinking, taking drugs (cocaine) and moved back with his mother- 'within six 
weeks' he said 'I was in a bad way'. 'I was desperate for drugs'. 

The defendant cried throughout this discussion and repeatedly said 'I am 
really sorry for what I have done and how this has impacted you and your family'. 
The defendant said 'I would like to pay for damage that I have caused and anything 
else I can do. 

The victim indicated that if by attending this conference, the defendant did not 
re-offend, he [Victim] would feel that this time was well spent. 

The facilitator asked if alcohol and drug support was an issue that needed 
some attention as the defendant had raised this as contributing to the offence. All 
agreed that this was an important item for the defendant to address through 
drug/alcohol programmes offered in the community or in prison depending on the 
sentence. This item was added formally as a conference outcome agreement. 

These two cases are illustrative of the emotional tone of a conference 

and how restorative justice can provide a meaningful discussion of the causes 

of behaviour and what can be done to address them. Victims in these cases 

wanted their offenders to take part in formal drug rehabilitation programmes 

offered either in the community or in prison to prevent reoffending. Offenders 

felt that their drug misuse had contributed to the commission of the offence 

and as a way of repairing the harm to the victims, their loved ones and 

themselves, they were committed to addressing their drug problem through 

rehabilitation. As Braithwaite describes (2001 :229), if substance abuse is the 

problem, 'then both the substance abuse and the injustice it causes are likely 

to be among the things participants will wish to see healed in the restorative 

process.' 
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5.4 Research Objectives 

There is tremendous potential if restorative justice and criminal justice 

join together for the common enterprise of helping offenders. Addressing drug 

misuse in particular requires considerable commitment and support. When 

offenders are part of the decision making process, it may be that they are 

more motivated to actively seek out and engage in the treatment services 

offered by the criminal justice system. 

Through encouragement and support, motivated offenders may be able 

to develop effective coping skills and strategies to deal with prior or future 

stress or trauma and reduce the risk of future drug use and reoffending. 

Unlike traditional justice responses to substance abuse, RJ conferences may 

help identify other important risk factors in an offender's life, so that drug 

misuse is seen as just 'one piece of a whole person who is in need of a 

healing or restorative process' (Kraft, Muck and Bazemore, 2001 :32). The 

integration of existing treatment models with restorative justice principals may 

offer further improvement to the field (Muck et al, 2001 ). 

Determining the crime reduction effect of restorative justice has been 

the objective of much research. What has received limited attention is the 

impact that under!ying factors such as drug misuse can have on the 

effectiveness of restorative justice. This is worthy of research as offenders 

with serious drug problems are likely to be amongst the greatest recidivists. 

The Home Office estimates that as many as 85 percent of their prolific and 

priority offenders (PPOs) commit crime to fund a drug dependency (Bennett, 

2000; Budd, 2005). In an assessment of the prolific and other priority offender 

programme, Dawson and Cuppleditch (2007) report that with the exception of 

one, all PPOs interviewed had used illegal drugs and three quarters stated 

that funding their drug habit was the main reason they committed crime. In 

addition, acquisitive crime such as burglary and robbery has been linked with 

drug use (Home Office, 2002b). 

The London Crown Court Experiments provided an opportunity to look 

at the frequency of drug use of serious burglary and robbery offenders and 

explore whether drug use prior to random assignment had an impact on the 

time it took for participants to reoffend and whether time to reoffend was 
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influenced by whether or not the offender participated in a restorative justice 
conference. In addition, the experimental group provided an opportunity for 
offenders to discuss factors that contributed to and lead up to the criminal 
event. Where drug use was an identified factor, an important question was 
whether this was identified in the conference (experimental group) and 
whether an offender's agreement to address substance misuse in the 
conference Outcome Agreement had an impact on the time it took to reoffend. 
Drug use focused on heroin and crack as these drugs are more likely to be 
associated with offending. 

Specifically, for robbery and burglary offenders in the London Crown 
Court Experiments (LCCE), the following questions were investigated: 

1. What proportion of LCCE offenders used drugs prior to random 
assignment and what types of drugs were used by the participants? 

2. Does prior drug use have an impact on time to failure? Specifically, 
do offenders who have been identified as using drugs prior to 
random assignment reoffend faster than offenders who do not use 
drugs? 

3. Does prior use of crack cocaine or heroin have an impact on time to 
failure? Do offenders who use crack or heroin reoffend at a faster 

' rate than offenders who did not use these drugs specific drugs? 
4. Does prior use of drugs Yes/No interact with restorative justice and 

predict time to failure? Was there an interaction between identified 
crack or heroin use and restorative justice? Was survival time 
affected by drug use and whether the offender had taken part in a 
restorative justice conference (and court) as compared to having his 
or her case just dealt with by the courts? 

5. Does prior use of crack and heroin have an interaction with 
restorative justice and time to failure? 

6. What proportion of experimental group cases identified drug use in 
the conference agreement? What was the relationship between 
drug related outcome agreements and time to failure? Did 
offenders who were identified as using drugs in their probation 
reports and agreed to address their drug use in conference 
outcome agreements reoffend at a slower rate than offenders 
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without such agreements? 

5.5 Method 

Drug misuse 

Information on offenders' drug use was collected from pre-sentence 

reports and/or Offender Assessment Systems (OASys) completed by the 

London area probation service at the conclusion of the London Crown Court 

Experiments. Pre-sentence reports and assessments were generated from 
interviews between probation officers and offenders. A central purpose of 

these reports is to identify issues that have contributed to or may increase the 

risk of future offending, to assist the sentencing magistrates or judge. 

Consequently, drug use features prominently in these reports where it has 

been discussed in the interview and has been identified by the probation 

officer as important to the offender's behaviour. 

321 (90 percent) probation reports or assessments were found on the 

London Probation Area Pre-Sentence Report Tracker. Crown Court judges 

occasionally did not request a new probation report if a previous report had 

recently been completed and provided the information needed to assist with 

their sentencing decision (Lyons, 2003; Sanders 2003). Missing reports had 

either not been written by the probation team or were not available on their 

computerised report tracker. This researcher reviewed each available report 

for indications of drug use as well as type of drug used. Identified drug use 

was coded as Yes (1) or No (0) on a Microsoft Access database. Where 

offenders' were identified as using or misusing drugs, each reported drug was 

also coded as Yes (1) or No (0). Analysis is completed only on offenders for 

which a probation report was available. More information on probation reports 

including limitations can be found in Chapter 2 - Methods. 

Addressing drug misuse - conference outcome agreements 

Facilitators did not have the benefit of the information contained in 

probation reports as they were collected at the conclusion of the programme. 

Facilitators learned about factors contributing to offending behaviour through 

their own meetings with offenders and from the restorative justice conference. 

In order to understand the impact of drug use on reoffending and the 
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interaction of drug use with restorative justice, it was important to determine 
whether the experimental group actually identified and addressed drug use. 
Restorative justice outcome agreements were constructed in experimental 
group cases and provided an insight into what participants (including the 
offender) thought was important for the offender to address. Consequently, 
conference outcome agreements were reviewed in addition to probation 
reports. Outcome agreements were not constructed in experimental group 
cases that did not proceed to a conference with the offender (n=9) or where 
the participants decided against a conference agreement (n=2). 

At the conclusion of restorative justice conferences, participants 
discussed how the harm caused by the criminal event could be repaired and 
future offending avoided, often with the offender agreeing to undertake certain 
objectives such as provide monetary compensation, engage in volunteer work 
or complete a drug treatment programme. Agreements decided by the 
participants were documented on an official Outcome Agreement form. 
Copies of the form were given to the offender, victim and other conference 
participants and forwarded to the sentencing judge, probation officer, solicitor 
and prison contact (where applicable). 

168 of the 179 experimental cases resulted in a restorative justice 
conference with the offender. To assist facilitators with monitoring compliance 
of conference outcomes, JRC researchers entered individual agreements onto 
a Microsoft Access database and provided status reports. Over 560 
agreement items were recorded for the 169 experimental cases that resulted 
in a conference. This researcher searched for instances where drug use was 
identified or where the offender agreed to address their drug use through drug 
testing, drug rehabilitation, applying to a drug free wing (prison) or 'agreeing to 
stay off drugs'. Only one agreement relating to drug use per case was used in 
analyses as an indication that drugs featured as a factor in the offenders' 
criminal history and was identified in the conference. However, it is possible 
that where offenders were using or misusing drugs, this was not identified as 
a risk factor for reoffending in the conference or that the conference 
participants did not feel that it was important for an agreement to be made to 
address drug use. This dissertation will not explore the compliance of 
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outcome agreements in part because of the challenges encountered in 
determining completion of prison based agreements. 

Reoffending 

Survival analysis is used to explore the impact of drug use on offending 
and restorative justice. The total number of days post random assignment in 
which the offender was in the community and did or did not reoffend provides 
a picture of whether restorative justice has helped to decrease the mean rate 
of offending. For the purpose of this dissertation, only offences committed in 
the community and resulting in arrest are counted as reoffending. Chapter 2 -
Methods provides more detailed information on reoffending and survival 
analysis used in this dissertation. 

5.6 Analysis and Results 

5.6. 1 Identified drug misuse 

a. What proportion of LCCE offenders were identified as using drugs 
prior to random assignment and what types of drugs were used 
by the particpants? 

Of the 321 reports located on the London Probation Area Pre-Sentence 
Report Tracker, 286 LCCE offenders (89.1 0 percent) were identified as using 
or misusing drugs. The remaining 35 reports (11 percent) did not cite drug 
use in the offender assessment. 224 offenders (70 percent) indicated that the 
offence was motivated in part by the need to purchase drugs or finance their 
addiction to drugs and156 offenders (49 percent) were under the influence of 
an illegal drug whilst committing the offence described in the pre-sentence 
report. Table 5.6.1 a details the breakdown of identified drug use by 
experiment. A total of 191 (93.17 percent) burglary offenders and 95 (81.90 
percent) robbery offenders were identified as using or misusing drugs. 
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Table 5.6.1a: Identified Drug use by Experiment and 
Experimental Conditon, LCCE Offenders (n=321) 

Yes/No Control Experimental Total Statistic Exp Drug use 
N % N % N % x2 Continuity p value 

No 4 4.17 10 9.17 14 6.83 
ID Drugs Yes 92 95.83 99 90.83 191 93.17 

2.01 1.30 

No 51 53.13 65 59.63 116 56.59 
0.88 0.65 Cannabis Yes 45 46.88 44 40.37 89 43.41 

> No 18 18.75 21 19.27 39 19.02 
0.01 0.00 

..... 
~ Crack Yes 78 81.25 88 80.73 166 80.98 tn ..... No 36 37.50 46 42.20 82 40.00 ~ 

0.47 0.30 m Heroin Yes 60 62.50 63 57.80 123 60.00 
Crack& No 46 47.92 50 45.87 96 46.83 

0.09 0.02 Heroin Yes 50 52.08 59 54.13 109 53.17 
No 63 65.63 59 54.13 122 59.51 

2.80 2.34 Other Yes 33 34.38 50 45.872 83 40.49 
No 13 22.03 8 14.04 21 18.10 

1.25 0.77 ID Drugs Yes 46 77.97 49 85.96 95 81.90 
No 37 62.71 32 56.14 69 59.48 

0.52 0.28 Cannabis Yes 22 37.29 25 43.86 47 40.52 
> No 20 33.90 23 40.35 43 37.07 

0.52 0.28 ..... 
Cl) Crack Yes 39 66.10 34 59.65 73 62.93 .0 
.0 No 37 62.71 31 54.39 68 58.62 0 

0.83 0.52 a: Heroin Yes 22 37.29 26 45.61 48 41.38 
Crack & No 38 64.41 35 61.40 73 62.93 

0.11 0.02 Heroin Yes 21 35.59 22 38.60 43 37.07 
No 33 55.93 31 54.39 64 55.17 

0.03 0.00 26 26 Other Yes 44.07 45.61 52 44.83 
No 17 10.97 18 10.84 35 10.90 

0.00 0.00 ID Drugs Yes 138 89.03 148 89.16 286 89.10 
No__ 88 56.77 97 58.43 185 57.63 

0.09 0.04 Cannabis Yes 67 43.23 69 41.57 136 42.37 
No 38 24.52 44 26.51 82 25.55 

0.17 0.08 w 
0 Crack Yes 117 75.48 122 73.49 239 74.45 
0 No 73 47.10 77 46.39 150 46.73 ....1 

0.02 0.00 Heroin Yes 82 52.90 89 53.61 171 53.27 
Crack & No 84 54.19 85 51.20 169 52.65 

0.29 0.18 Heroin Yes 71 45.81 81 48.80 152 47.35 
No 96 61 .94 90 54.22 186 57.944 

Other Yes 59 38.06 76 45.78 135 42.056 1.96 1.66 

Table 5.6.1 a also includes the number and percent of offenders using 

cannabis, crack cocaine, heroin, crack and heroin and other drugs by 

experiment and experimental condition. The 'other' drug group included the 

following: methadone, other opiates, prescription drugs, benzodiazepines, 

amphetamines, hallucinogens, ecstasy, solvents (including gases and glues) 

steroids and other not specified. Of the 286 offenders who used drugs, 223 

(78 percent) offenders were identified as using more than one type of drug. 

Pre-sentence reports cited crack as the drug most commonly used by LCCE 
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offenders in both the burglary (80.98 percent) and robbery (62.93 percent) 
experiments followed by heroin in the burglary experiment (60 percent) and 
'other' drugs in the robbery experiment (44.83 percent). Probation reports 
also cited 53.17 percent of burglary offenders and 37.07 percent of robbery 
offenders as using both crack and heroin. Graph 5.6.1 a illustrates identified 
drugs used by experiment and experimental condition . 
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Drug use by Experiment 

The equivalency of control and experimental conditions were tested in 
SPSS and are presented in Table 5.6.1 a. Results from Pearson's Chi Square 
indicated that the experimental conditions were statistically equivalent in the 
burglary, robbery and combined LCCE for all identified drug types. 

b. Does prior drug use (Yes/No) have an impact on time to failure? If so, 
does prior drug use increase or decrease mean survival times? Are 
there differences between the burglary and robbery experiment? 

Overall effects were first reviewed using Cox regression and are 
presented in Table 5.6.1 bi. Analyses excluded the 34 cases that did not have 
a probation report, therefore n=321. Results indicate that identified drug use 
(Yes/No) was a significant predictor of time to failure in the robbery 
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experiment (HR=.518, p=.072) but not in the burglary experiment or combined 
LCCE. 

Table 5.6.1 bi : Cox Proportional Hazard Regression. Identified Drug Use (Yes/No) and 
Time to Failure by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=321) 

Experiment Variable B SE Wald df Si g. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp(B) 
Lower Upper 

Burglary ID Drug Use Y/N 0.100 0.303 0.108 1 0.743 1.105 0.610 
Robbery ID Drug Use Y/N -0.658 0.366 3.237 1 0.072 0.518 0.253 
LCCE ID Drug Use Y/N -0.303 0.232 1.703 1 0.192 0.739 0.469 

Kaplan Meier log rank and survival estimates were calculated in SPSS 
to clarify the relationship between identified drug use and time to failure. 
Results indicated that for the LCCE as a whole, offenders who were not 
identified as using drugs had a longer mean survival time (420 days) as 
compared to offenders who were identified as using drugs (374 days) but this 
difference was not significant (p=.189). When comparing the burglary to the 
robbery experiment, there were some interesting differences. In the burglary 
experiment, offenders who were not using drugs reoffended at a faster rate 
than offenders who were using drugs. This was just the opposite in the 
robbery experiment where offenders who were identified as using drugs in 
their probation assessment reoffended faster than offenders who were not 
drug users. Results for the robbery experiment approached significance 
(p=.067). Table 5.6.1 bii provides a summary of the means, medians and log 
ranks for identified drug use by experiment. Graph 5.6.1 bii presents the 
survival functions for identified drug use (Yes/No) in the robbery experiment. 
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experiment (HR=.518, p=.072) but not in the burglary experiment or combined 

LCCE. 
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to clarify the relationship between identified drug use and time to failure. 

Results indicated that for the LCCE as a whole, offenders who were not 

identified as using drugs had a longer mean survival time (420 days) as 

compared to offenders who were identified as using drugs (374 days) but this 

difference was not significant (p=.189). When comparing the burglary to the 

robbery experiment, there were some interesting differences. In the burglary 

experiment, offenders who were not using drugs reoffended at a faster rate 

than offenders who were using drugs. This was just the opposite in the 

robbery experiment where offenders who were identified as using drugs in 

their probation assessment reoffended faster than offenders who were not 

drug users. Results for the robbery experiment approached significance 

(p=.067). Table 5.6.1 bii provides a summary of the means, medians and log 

ranks for identified drug use by experiment. Graph 5.6.1 bii presents the 

survival functions for identified drug use (Yes/No) in the robbery experiment. 
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Table 5.6.1bii: Identified Drug Use (Yes/No) and Mean Time to Failure 
by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=321) 

Experiment 
Identified Drug 

Mean Median SE Use 
No 296 281 

Burglary Yes 370 107 
Log rank, d~2) .11, p=.7417 
No 522 425 

Robbery Yes 358 146 
Log rank, d~2) 3.36, p=.0666 
No 420 318 

LCCE Yes 374 122 
Log rank, d~2) 1.73, p=.1889 

Graph 5.6.1 bii: Survival Functions: Identified Drug Use 
(Yes/No) in the Robbery Experiment (n=116) 
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c. Does prior use of crack cocaine or heroin have an impact on time to 
failure? If so, does prior crack or heroin use increase or decrease 
mean survival times? What is the impact of using crack and heroin on 
time to failure and survival times? 

Probation reports cited crack cocaine as the drug most used or 
misused by offenders in the burglary and the robbery experiment. Whilst 
'other' drugs formed the next largest drug group in the robbery experiment, 
heroin was the second most commonly used single drug in th~ robbery and 
burglary experiment. As crack and heroin have been linked with offending 
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behaviour in previous literature (Home Office, 2002b), analysis was completed 
on these drugs in relation to time to failure for offenders in the LCCE. 

Results of analyses using Cox proportional hazard regression are 
displayed in table 5.6.1 c. Crack cocaine use was significantly related to time 
to failure in the combined LCCE (HR=.757, p=.055) but not for the individual 
burglary or robbery experiments. Similarly, LCCE offenders who used both 
crack and heroin reoffended significantly faster (HR=.729, p=.058) but these 
results were not found in the individual burglary and robbery experiments. 

Table 5.6.1ci: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression. Identified Crack, Heroin and Crack and Heroin Use (Yes/No) 
and Time to Failure by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=321) 

Experiment Variable 8 SE Wald df Si g. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp(B) 
Lower Upper 

Crack -0.210 0.220 0.912 1 0.340 0.811 0.527 1.247 
Burglary Heroin -0.129 0.177 0.529 1 0.467 0.879 0.622 1.244 

Crack & Heroin -0.248 0.175 2.020 1 0.155 0.780 0.554 1.099 
Crack -0.374 0.273 1.879 1 0.170 0.688 0.403 1.174 

Robbery Heroin -0.224 0.267 0.702 1 0.402 0.799 0.473 1.350 
Crack & Heroin -0.265 0.278 0.911 1 0.340 0.767 0.445 1.322 
Crack -0.316 0.167 3.604 1 0.058 0.729 0.526 1.010 

LCCE Heroin -0.185 0.145 1.620 1 0.203 0.831 0.625 1.105 
Crack & Heroin -0.278 0.145 3.671 1 0.055 0.757 0.569 1.006 

Further Kapl~n Meier survival estimates helped to clarify the 
relationship between drug use and time to failure and looked at differences 
between experiments. Offenders who had been identified as using crack or 
heroin reoffended in less time than offenders who were not identified as using 
these drugs. Results approached significance for LCCE offenders as a whole 
who used crack cocaine (p=.056) and were significant for offenders who used 
crack and heroin (p=.054). Separate analysis on the robbery and burglary 
experiment did not produce significant results but the largest difference in 
mean survival estimates was apparent in the robbery experiment where 
offenders who used crack reoffended one and a half times faster than robbery 
offenders who did not use the drug (298 days for crack users and 461 days for 
non crack users). Survival means by experiment and for the LCCE are 
detailed in table 5.6.1 cii. 
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Table 5.6.1cii: Identified Crack, Heroin, and Crack & Heroin Use (Yes/No) 
and Time to Failure by Experiment LCCE Offenders (n::321) 

Crack Heroin Crack & Heroin 
Identified 

Experiment Use Mean Median SE Mean Median SE Mean Median 
No 405 281 70 367 137 52 398 163 

Burglary Yes 352 94 39 323 81 40 297 74 
Log rank .92, p=.337 .53, p=.465 2.04, p=.153 
No 461 257 73 429 239 63 421 242 

Robbery Yes 298 146 47 298 146 57 301 100 
Log rank 1.91 , p=.167 .71 ' p=.400 .92, p=.337 
No 432 257 51 397 185 42 414 185 

LCCE Yes 362 107 35 330 88 35 311 83 
Log rank 3.65, p=.056 1.63, p=.201 3.72, p=.054 

d. Does prior use of drugs Yes/No have an impact on restorative justice? 

Does identified crack cocaine, heroin or crack and heroin use have an 

interaction with restorative justice? Is the mean survival time different 

for those offenders who had been identified as using crack, heroin or 

crack and heroin and were in the experimental group as compared to 

offenders in the control group? Are there differences between the 

burglary and robbery experiment? 

1. Drug use (Yes/No) 
' 

Kaplan Meier survival estimates were calculated using SPSS and are 

displayed in Table 5.6.1 d1. In general, participants took longer to reoffend if 

they were in the experimental group as compared to the control group 

regardless of whether they were identified as using or misusing drugs in their 

probation report. In the burglary experiment, offenders without identified drug 

misuse had a mean survival time of 343 days in the experimental group as 

compared t'o 193 days in the control group. In the robbery experrment, 

offenders mean survival days increased by 54 days in the experimental 

conference group for offenders with and without identified drug misuse. The 

difference in the means approached significance in the robbery (p=.066) but 

not in the burglary experiment and not between experiment and control. 

Chapter 5, Drugs Use and Restorative Justice-208-

SE 
51 
41 

59 
64 

40 
37 



Table 5.6.1d1: Identified Drug Use or Misuse (Yes/No), Mean Time Failure by 
Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=321) 

Experiment 
Identified Control Experiment 

Log rank 
Experiment 

Drug Misuse Mean Median SE Mean Median SE Log rank 
No 193 41 101 343 318 96 1.53, p=.2155 

Burglary Yes 350 97 52 370 129 49 .31' p=.5776 0.15, p:.6978 
Log rank .44, p=.5093 .00, p=.9664 
No 478 425 110 534 263 146 .00, p=.9489 

Robbery Yes 297 137 55 351 167 75 .09, p=.7653 3.39, p=.0656 
Log rank 2.10, p=.1478 1.31' p=.2522 
No 393 425 87 424 318 90 01, p=.9139 

LCCE Yes 359 100 44 368 145 41 .37, p=.5430 1.76, p=.1842 
Log rank 1.16, p=.2823 .66, P=.4162 

2. Crack 

An analysis of identified use or misuse.of crack cocaine was conducted 
to determine whether reoffending occurred at a significantly different rate 
depending on whether offenders were in the experimental or control group. 
Results from Kaplan Meier survival analysis suggest that there was an 
interaction with restorative justice. LCCE offenders identified as using crack 
had a lower mean time to failure in the experimental group (308 days) as 
compared to the control group (365 days). However, offenders who were not 
identified as using crack in their pre-sentence reports or OASys took longer to 
reoffend in the experimental group (484 days) than in the control group (320 
days). The difference within the experimental group was significant between 
offenders who used and did not use crack (p=.0418) and approached 
significance when comparing time to failure for the experiment and control 
group for the LCCE (p=.0559). Table 5.6.1 d2 displays the survival means by 
experiment and experimental condition. Graph 5.6.1 d2 illustrates the survival 
plots for offenders who did and did not use crack in the experimental 
condition. The burglary and robbery experiment were analysed separately to 
determine whether there were differences within each experiment. Burglary 
and robbery offenders reoffended at a faster rate if they used drugs and were 
in the experimental condition; however, this difference was not statistically 
significant. 
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Table 5.6.1d2: Identified Crack Use or Misuse (Yes/No), Mean Time to Failure by 
Experiment and Experimental condition, LCCE Offenders (n=321) 

Identified Control Experiment Experiment 
Crack Misuse Mean Median SE Mean Median 
No 286 129 80 466 446 

Burglary Yes 344 83 56 307 94 
Log rank .00, p=.9723 1.55, p=.2134 
No 352 154 83 500 263 

Robbery Yes 322 185 63 201 146 
Log rank .23, p=.6294 2.26, p=.1325 
No 320 154 58 484 318 

LCCE Yes 365 107 49 308 102 
Log rank .38, p=.5350 4.14, p:.0418 

Graph 5 .6.1 d2: Survival Functions, Identified Crack Use (Yes/No) 
in the LCCE Experimental Condition (n=166) 
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Log rank 

SE (df=1) 

96 .91' p=.3405 
44 .04, p:.8516 

100 .45, p=.5009 
37 .12, p=.7245 

70 1.49, p=.2217 
39 .01, p=.9414 

Analysis was conducted on whether identified heroin use and 

participation with restorative justice affected the time it took to reoffend. 

Experiment 
Log rank 

1.91' p=.1672 

.92, p=.3372 

3.65, p:.0559 

LCCE offenders who were not identified as using heroin had a longer mean 

survival time in the experimental group (427 days) as compared to the control 

group (341 days), whilst offenders identified as using heroin had a higher 

mean survival time in the control group as compared to the experimental 

group (344 days and 282 days, respectively). Differences in mean survival 

times were not significantly different within control or experiment group or 

heroin use for the LCCE as a whole. 
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Within experiment and experimental condition differences were also 
explored. The robbery experiment had the most dramatic change in mean 
time to failure. Offenders who were not using heroin had a mean survival time 
of 289 days in the control group and 558 days in the experimental conference 
group. Offenders identified as using heroin had a longer mean time to failure 
in the control group (mean = 426 days) as compared to the experimental 
conference group (mean= 207 days). There is a significant difference in 
means for offenders who use and do not use drugs within the robbery 
experimental group (p=.018; see Graph 5.6.1 d3), but not between control and 
experimental groups (p=.095). The burglary experiment showed very little 
difference between the control and experiment group for those who did or did 
not use heroin. Table 5.6.1 d3 presents the survival means for identified 
heroin use by experiment and experimental condition. 

Table 5.6.1d3: Identified Heroin Use or Misuse (Yes/No), Mean Time to Failure by 
Experiment and Experimental condition, LCCE Offenders (n=321) 

Experiment Identified Control Experiment Log rank Experiment Heroin Misuse Mean Median SE Mean Median SE (df=1) Log rank 
No 339 127 79 367 204 64 .08, p=.7742 Burglary Yes 299 73 53 309 85 50 .58, p=.4444 .53, p=.4653 
Log rank . 57, P=.4504 .08, p=. 7825 
No ~ 289 154 58 558 316 100 2.79, p=.0946 Robbery Yes 426 185 92 207 100 55 2.56, p=.1 096 . 71 ' p=.4000 
Log rank 1.17, p=.2788 5.60, p=.0179 
No 341 137 56 427 217 56 1.58, p=.2084 LCCE Yes 344 87 50 282 100 41 .03, p=.8618 1.63, p=.2011 
Log rank .06, p=.8130 2.48, p=.1153 
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Graph 5.6.1d3: Survival Functions, Identified Heroin Use 
(Yes/No) in the Robbery Experimental Condition (n=57) 
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152 offenders in the LCCE were identified as using both crack and 

heroin prior to random assignment. Analysis was completed to determine 

whether using both of these substances contributed to time to failure and 

interacted with restorative justice. 

Firstly, differences between experimental and control group for the 

LCCE were explored. Within the experimental condition, LCCE offenders who 

used crack and heroin had a survival mean of 242 days as compared to 447 

for non users who had also taken part in a restorative justice conference. This 

difference in mean days to arrest was significant (p=.0159). Users and non

users in the control group had similar survival means (340 days and 355 days, 

respectively). Table 5.6.1 d4i displays the survival means for identified crack 

and heroin use by experiment and experimental condition. 

The substantive effects of crack and heroin were observed when 

analysis was completed by experiment. In both burglary and robbery 

experiment, offenders who did not use crack and heroin reoffended at a 

slower rate if they were in the experimental group -this approached 

significance in the robbery experiment where non drug using offenders in the 

control group had a survival mean of 282 as compared to 528 in the 
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experimental group (p=.0636). However, offenders using crack and heroin 
reoffended faster if they were in the experimental conference group - this 
effect was significant in the robbery experiment (p=.0340). Therefore, 
restorative justice is more effective at reducing reoffending with non-crack and 
heroin users. 

The burglary experiment had very similar means for non drug users 
across experimental condition (372 in the control condition and 400 in the 
experimental condition) and for drug users (281 in the control condition and 
266 in the experimental condition). 

Within the experimental group, the survival means were significantly 
different (p=0019) for robbery offenders who used (142 days) crack and 
heroin as compared to offenders who did not use this combination of drugs 
(528 days). Graph 5.6.1 d4 displays the survival functions for robbery 
offenders in the experimental group by identified drug use. 

Table 5.6.1d4: Identified Crack and Heroin Use or Misuse (Yes'No), Mean Time to Failure by Experiment and Experimental condition, LCCE Offenders (n=321) 

Identified Crack & Control Experiment Log rank Experiment Experiment Heroin Misuse Mean Median SE Mean Median SE (df=1) Log rank 
No 372 127 74 400 217 64 .16, p=.6894 Burglary Yes 281 73 56 266 81 46 .37, p=.5404 .53, p=.4653 Log rank 1.19, p=.2747 .89, p=.3452 
No 282 147 56 528 316 90 3.44, p=.0636 Robbery Yes 450 95 142 47 41 4.49, p=.0340 . 71 ' p=.4000 Log rank 1.76, p=.1843 9.66, p=.0019 
No 355 137 54 447 239 53 2.30, p=.1292 LCCE Yes 340 85 54 242 81 39 .32, p=.5706 1.63, p=.2011 Log rank .11 ' p=.7399 5.81 ' p=.0159 
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Graph 5.6.1d4: Survival Functions, Identified Crack and Heroin 
Use (Yes/No) in the Robbery Experimental Condition (n=57) 
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5.6.2 Drug use and restorative justice conference agreement 

168 of the 179 experimental cases resulted in a restorative justice 

conference Outcome Agreement with 562 specific agreements undertaken by 

offenders - approximately three agreements per conference. Drug use was 

identified as a factor contributing to offending behaviour in 122 conferences 

(68 percent) and resulted in 151 outcomes in which offenders agreed to 

embark on drug testing, drug rehabilitation, apply for drug programmes or 

drug free prison wings or simply to 'stay clean' or 'stay off drugs'. Analyses 

were limited to cases for which there were conference agreements (n=168), 

and only one agreement relating to drug use per experimental case was used 

as an indication that drug use was identified in the conference as a risk factor 

for reoffending. 

a. What was the relationship between experimental cases with and 

without drug related outcomes and time to failure? 

The relationship between experimental cases with and without drug 

related outcomes and time to failure was explored. Results from the Cox 

regression suggested that drug related outcome agreements were 

significantly related to time to failure for the entire LCCE (HR=6.71 0, p=.01 0) 
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but that the robbery experimental group was the main contributor to the effect 

(HR=5.131 , p=.024) as compared to the burglary experimental group 

(HR=1.706, 95%, p=.191). 

Table 5.6.2ai: Cox Proportional Hazard. Drug Use Identified in RJ Conference (Yes/No) and 
Time to Failure by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=168) 

Experiment Variable 8 SE Wald df Si g. Exp(B) 
95.0% Cl for Exp(B) 
Lower Upper 

Burglary DrugiDinOA -0.382 0.292 1.706 1 0.191 0.683 0.385 1.211 
Robbery DrugiDinOA -1.032 0.456 5.131 1 0.024 0.356 0.146 0.870 
LCCE DrugiDinOA -0.634 0.245 6.710 1 0.010 0.531 0.328 0.857 

From Kaplan Meier analysis, it was evident that offenders who were 

identified as using drugs in their conference reoffended faster than offenders 

without drug related outcomes - this difference was significant in the robbery 

(p=.0185) but not the burglary experimental condition (p=.1876). Offenders 

with drug related outcomes reoffended over one and a half times as quickly as 

offenders without drug related outcomes for the LCCE as a whole (330 days 

as compared to 580 days). Table 5.6.2aii presents the survival means for the 

burglary, robbery and combined experimental group, and Graph 5.6.2aii 

illustrates the sur::'ival plots for drug related outcomes and time to failure for 

the LCCE experimental condition. 

Table 5.6.2aii: Drug use identified in RJ Agreement (Yes/No), Mean 
Time to Failure by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=168) 

Experiment 
Drug use Identified in Experiment 

RJ Agreement Mean Median SE 
No 374 217 68 

Burglary Yes 338 81 51 
Log rank(df=1) 1.74, p=.1876 
No 743 134 

Robbery Yes 300 137 79 
Log rank (df=1) 5.55, p=.0185 
No 580 451 86 

LCCE Yes 330 122 44 
Log rank (df=1) 6.97, p=.008 
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Graph 5.6.2aii: Survival Functions, Identified Drug Use in RJ Conference Agreements, LCCE Offenders (n=168) 
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b. Where probation reports identified drug use as a factor contributing 
to the criminal event, was this also identified in the restorative justice 
conference? 

Probation r~ports were available for 156 of the 168 experimental group 
cases with outcome agreements (93 percent). Table 5.6.2b presents a 
crosstabulation of reported drug use from probation assessments with drug 
use identified from restorative justice conference outcome agreements. 
Probation reports identified 139 experimental offenders as using or misusing 
drugs whereas 116 cases (with corresponding probation reports) had 
agreements that addressed drug use. As one would expect, drug use 
identified in probation reports was highly correlated with drug use identified in 
outcome agreements (x2=20.22, p<.0001 ). 

Table 5.6.2b: Identified Drug Use in Probation Reports and 
RJ Conference Outcome Agreements (n=156) 

Probation Reports Statistic 
No Yes Total X2 p value 

Outcome 
No 12 28 40 
Yes 5 111 116 20.22 <.0001 Agreements 
Total 17 139 156 
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c. Did offenders who were identified as using drugs in their probation 
reports and agreed to address their drug use in the conference 
outcome agreement reoffend at a slower rate than offenders without 
such agreements? 

Analysis was completed to explore whether experimental group 
offenders who were identified by the probation service as using drugs, and 
who agreed to address drug misuse in their conference outcome agreement, 
had longer mean 'survival' times than offenders who did not make such 
agreements. Analysis was limited to experimental cases with a conference 
outcome agreement and an available probation report identifying drug use 
(n=139). 

Kaplan Meier survival estimates suggested that offenders who were 
identified as using drugs in their probation report and agreed to address their 
drug use in their outcome agreement reoffended faster than offenders who did 
not address drug use in their conference outcome agreement. This was 
significant in the robbery experiment (log rank= 3.94, p=.0471) where 
offenders who agreed to address their drug use in the conference had a mean 
time to failure of 180 days as compared to 613 days for offenders whose 

' agreements did not identify drug use as a risk factor for reoffending. 

LCCE offenders with drug related RJ agreements and probation reports 
had a mean time to failure of 304 days as compared to 516 days for offenders 
whose agreements did not mention drug use LCCE (log rank= 4.37, 
p=.0366). Results were significant for the LCCE as a whole but not in the 
burglary experiment (log rank= 1.97, p=.1608). Table 5.6.2c presents the 
survival means by experiment. Possible reasons for this result are presented 
in the discussion section of this chapter. 
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Table 5.6.2c: Identified Drug Use in RJ Agreements and Probation 
Reports, Mean Time to Failure by Experiment (n=139) 

Experiment Identified Drug Use 
Experimental Condition 
Mean Median SE 

No 325 200 76 
Burglary Yes 320 80 53 

Log rank 1.97, p:.1608 
No 613 451 163 

Robbery Yes 180 137 32 
Log rank 3.94, p=.0471 
No 516 200 105 

LCCE Yes 304 122 44 
Log rank 4.37, p=.0366 

5.6.3 Summary of results 

Analysis on the relationship between drug use, time to failure and 
restorative justice provided some interesting results. 

1. 321 probation reports (89 percent) were available for review of drug 
use, time to failure and restorative justice. Analysis was limited to 
cases with a report. 

2. 89 percent of LCCE offenders (93 percent of burglary offenders and 81 
percent of r<?_bbery offenders) were identified as using or misusing 
drugs through the probation service. 

3. Crack and heroin were the drugs most commonly used by LCCE 
offenders. 

4. Offenders identified as using crack, heroin, or crack and heroin 
reoffended at a faster rate than offenders not identified as using these 
drugs. 

5. Offenders, who were not using crack and/or heroin took longer to 
reoffend if they were in the experimental conference group. This effect 
approached significance in the robbery experiment for offenders using 
crack and heroin (p=.0636) and offenders using heroin (p=.0946). 

6. Offenders who were identified as using crack, heroin, or crack and 
heroin, reoffended at a faster rate if they were in the experimental 
conference group. This effect was significant in the robbery experiment 
for crack and heroin users (p=.0340) 
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7. Within the experimental condition, robbery offenders identified as using 

heroin, or crack and heroin, reoffended at a significantly faster rate than 

offenders not using these drugs (p=.0179 and p=.0019, respectively). 

Similar trends appeared in the burglary experimental condition but the 

·effect was not significant. 

8. Offenders in 122 of the 168 experimental cases with restorative justice 

conference outcome agreements agreed to address their drug misuse 

through drug rehabilitation, drug testing or simply agreed to 'stay off 

drugs'. 

9. Offenders with drug related conference outcome agreements 

reoffended at a faster rate than offenders without drug related 

outcomes. This was significant for the combined London Crown Court 

experimental condition (p=.008) as well as the robbery experimental 

group (p=.0185) but not for the burglary experimental condition 

(p=.1876). 

1 0. Offenders, who were identified as using drugs in their probation reports 

(n=139) and agreed to address their drug use in the conference, 

reoffended at a faster rate than offenders whose conference did not 

result in drug related agreements. This was significant in the robbery 

(p=.0471) but not the burglary (p=.1608) experimental condition and 

the combined London Crown Court experimental condition (p=.0366). 
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6.1 Overview 

Most criminological research has concentrated either on victims or 

offenders. Offenders are commonly believed to be drawn from populations 

distinct from their victims. The idea that offenders and victims could be part of 

the same homogeneous group is contrary to the public's popular perception 

that offenders are different from their blameless victims (Lauritsen, Sampson 

& Laub, 1991 ). In one sense the perception is that victims and offenders are 

different and cannot be muddled (Rock, 1998). Yet there is an increasing 

body of research suggesting that victims and offenders share remarkable 

similarities and overlap considerably (Baron, 1997; Jenson & Brownfield, 

1986; Lauritsen et'al, 1991; Sampson & Lauritson, 1990, Wittebrood & 

Nieuwbeerta, 1999). Fattah (1994:3) suggests that when it comes to 

offending and victimization that it is 'impossible to gain a true understanding of 

one if we ignore the other'. 

Despite consistent evidence that there is an overlap between 

victimization and offending, there is limited research on the effects of prior 

victimization on future offending with serious offenders. In addition, if prior 

victimization is a risk factor for future offending, then it is also important to 

explore how this risk factor interacts with interventions aimed at reducing 

reoffending. Sampson and Lauritsen (1994) suggest that one reason for the 

slow development of research in this area is because there are few databases 

where both victimization and offending information are reliably and reliably 

available. The London Crown Court experiment provides an opportunity for 

such exploration. The Metropolitan Police's Crime Report Information System 

(CRIS) records details of all reported incidents where a person has been listed 
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as a suspect, accused or victim. Complete historical CRIS data was collected 
for all project offenders. 

This chapter explores the relationship between victimization and 
restorative justice and specifically whether prior victimization has an impact on 
time to failure and whether time to failure is different depending on whether 
project offenders were in the control condition or participated in a restorative 
justice conference. Prior literature and research is presented on victimization 
and offending and victimization and restorative justice followed by analysis 
and results from the London Crown Court Experiment 

6.2. Victimization and Offending 

6.2. 1 The link between victimization and offending 

Research conducted over the last three decades suggests that 
offending and victimization are strongly correlated (Baron, 1997; Gottfredson 
1984; Hartless et al, 1995; Wittebrood and Nieuwbeerta, 1999). Shenk and 
Zehr (2001: 318) emphasise that the dimension of offenders as victims is 
critical: 'Most offenders have been victims or believe themselves to be 
victims, and their offences are often a response to that sense of victimization.' ~ 

One of the earliest studies that examined the link between victimization and 
offending was conducted by Singer (1981 ). In a follow-up to the Philadelphia 
birth cohort (Wolfgang, Figlio and Sellin, 1972), Singer surveyed 575 twenty
six year old males on their victimization, social and criminological 
backgrounds before age twelve, between twelve and eighteen and after age 
eighteen. Singer highlighted concerns about response errors given the 
considerable recall periods but suggested that participants would likely 
remember serious victimization such as being stabbed or shot. Victim 
experience was found to be the best predictor of being an offender, especially 
for serious assaultive conduct. Singer proposed that offending is learned 
through victimization or exposure to negative associates and that more 
research is needed to understand the 'effect of being a victim on an 
individual's sense of justice and propensity to obey the law' (p.787). 

Gottfredson (1984) used data from the 1982 British Crime Survey to 
investigate how the risk of victimization differed depending on personal and 
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lifestyle characteristics. Where respondents self-reported at least one violent 
offence, their likelihood of personal victimization was 42 percent or seven 
times higher than respondents who did not report any violent offences. The 
relationship between violent offending and victimization persisted despite 
controls for age and place of residence. Gottfredson argued that the 
relationship between victimization and offending was a result of lifestyles and 
routine activities that brought people in contact with offenders in likely 
situations where people's restraints against offending were reduced 
(Gottfredson, 1984:32). 

In the 2005 Offending, Crime and Justice Survey, being a victim of 
personal crime was one of the attributes most strongly associated with 
committing an offence amongst 1 0-25 year olds in a sample of 4980 
respondents (Wilson, Sharp & Patterson, 2006). Robbery, theft from the 
person, other personal thefts, assault with injury and assault without injury 
were all crimes included in the survey's definition of personal victimisation. 
Results from the survey indicated that 27 percent of young people had been a 
victim of personal crime in the last year with 1 0-15 year olds more likely to be 
a victim of crime than 16-25 year olds. The majority of incidents against 10-15 
year olds were committed by pupils or friends whilst offences against 16-25 

~ 

year olds were associated with committing an offence, having a negative 
attitude towards their local area and not trusting the police. 

Sampson and Lauritsen (1990) used British Crime Survey (BCS) and 
Lauritsen, Sampson and Laub (1991) used longitudinal data from the National 
Youth Survey (NYS) to explore whether violent offending and deviant lifestyles 
increase the risk of personal victimization. Results from both UK and US 
surveys indicated that violent offenders were three to four times more likely to 
be a victim of assault than non-violent offenders. A delinquent lifestyle, as 
measured by association with delinquent peers and offending behaviour, 
appeared to be a contributing factor to assault, robbery, larceny, and 
vandalism victimization for respondents in the NYS, suggesting that 
delinquent behaviour increases the risk of victimization. 

Other researchers have looked at the link between offending and 
victimization in 'hard to reach' samples such as the homeless (Baron, 1997; 
Tyler & Johnson, 2004), probationers (Farrell & Maltby, 2003), inmates 
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(Pollard & Baker, 2000) or assault patients (Rivara et al., 1995). The authors 
of these studies argue that national survey data is likely to exclude people 
who do not have accommodation or are on the 'margins' of society. Baron's 
research (1997) reported that homeless youth were at extreme risk of 
victimization and offending but that it was not homelessness itself that 
contributed to this effect rather the street environment which brought his 
sample of 200 males in contact with other offenders. There was a strong link 
between offending and chronic victimization for homeless youth. Farrall and 
Maltby (2003) examined the offending and victimization histories of 14 to 25 
year old probationers from England and Wales. Probationers who had 
experienced higher rates of victimization were also likely to have committed 
violent acts themselves and to have a number of other social problems 
including employment, finance, family and accommodation. 

Rivara et al. (1995:609) tested how often adolescent and young victims 
of assaultive injury are offenders by comparing 10-24 year old male patients 
treated in the accident and emergency unit for assault related injuries with a 
matched sample treated for unintentional injuries during the same time period. 
Police cautions and convictions were reviewed for the 766 patients for the 
year the injury occurred as well as one year pre and one year post injury. The 

~ 

total number of convictions and cautions were significantly higher for assault 
victims as compared to patients with unintentional injuries. Furthermore, all 
convicted young offenders had subsequent convictions the year after their 
injury indicating that the injury did not deter them from further criminal activity. 
The authors conclude that many young male assault patients either have a 
history of criminal activity or are at risk of developing criminal behaviour 
following their victimization and may benefit from an intervention that 
addresses the cycle of crime and violence. 

6.2.2 Chronology of victim and offender overlap 

Clarifying whether offending precedes victimization or victimization 
precedes offending has been a major challenge for researchers as few 
databases record both victimization and offending information. Lauritsen et al 
(1991) were able to estimate an occurrence of victimization and offending in 
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each of the five years of the NYC survey. Not only did delinquent lifestyles 
increase victimization but 'increases in victimization were significantly linked to 
increased involvement in delinquent lifestyles' (p286). Shatter and Ruback 
(2002) explored the chronology of violent victimization and violent offending in 
a sample of 5,000 juveniles who took part in the National Longitudinal Study 
of Adolescent Health over a two year period. Juveniles who were victims of 
crime in year one were three times more likely than non-victims to offend in 
year two and almost six times more likely to be re-victimized in year two. 
These results were significant and suggested that violent victimization is a risk 
factor for future violent offending. 

Tyler and Johnson (2004) looked at the victimization and offending 
experience of 40 homeless male and female youth in Midwest United States. 
When exploring the early life histories of the sample, they found that 90 
percent had been victims of physical abuse and one third had been abused 
sexually. The majority of the sample had left home at an early age because of 
abuse, violence or conflict within the home. Once on the street, homeless 
youth tended to select delinquents as peers and committed offences for 
financial gain or survival, for revenge or retaliation or to maintain an image of 
invincibility on the street. Given the high rate of early victimization, the ~ 

authors argued that violence was seen as normal or acceptable behaviour 
which increased the risk of their inflicting violence on other people or 
becoming future victims themselves. 

6.2.3 Theories for victim and offender overlap 
Routine activities and lifestyle theories dominate the victim-offender 

overlap literature.· Similarities in lifestyle characteristics of offenders and 
victims have been shown to be a central part of the link between violent 
victimization and offending (Hartless et al., 1995; Sampson & Lauritsen, 1990; 
Wittebrood & Nieuwbeerta, 1999). The risk of victimization depends in part on 
exposure to offenders which in turn is dependant on their routines and 
lifestyles. As people are most likely to spend time with people who share 
similar characteristics, it follows that the risk of victimization is related to the 
characteristics they share with offenders (Hindelang et al., 1978). Offending 
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behaviour has been shown to greatly increase the risk of victimization 
(Hartless et al., 1995; Sampson & Lauritsen, 1990) and this is particularly true 
of people who engage in violent crime (Wittebrood & Nieuwbeerta, 1999). 

There are limitations to the lifestyle theory in explaining victimization 
and offending partly based on the difficulty in establishing a reliable 
chronology and determining the relationship between victim and offender. 
Lifestyle and routine activity theories for example premise exposure to crime 
or offenders outside the family home. However, many offences committed 
against young children are by family members or within the home (Finkelhor 
and Asdigian, 1996). lt may be this early victimization experience which 
encourages young people to spend more time away from home and in turn 
increases exposure to additional victimization or offending opportunities. 
Finkelhor and Asdigian suggested that poor or neglectful guardianship, for 
example, should be seen as an environmental risk factor conducive to 
victimization rather than a lifestyle or routine activity. In addition, they 
suggested that there are personal characteristics which increase the risk of 
victimization that are independent to lifestyle theories but which 'have some 
congruence with the needs, motives and reactivities of offenders' (p.6). If 
delinquency increases the risk of victimization, it may not be because of 

" exposure to lifestyle per se but rather that delinquents may be more 
vulnerable individuals because of psychologically distress, physical weakness 
or aggressive characteristics (Finkelhor & Asdigian, 1996). 

Pollard and Baker (2000) explored the effects of victimization and other 
trauma on individual coping skills in a sample of 70 female inmates in Victoria, 
Australia. Self-reported criminal history, drug and alcohol use, trauma, 
personal history and coping resources were collected. High rates of trauma 
including childhood physical, emotional and sexual abuse were reported as 
well as poor coping skills. Inmates experienced very high levels of post 
traumatic stress as a result of their trauma experiences and scored clinically 
significant symptoms in subscales of depression, defensive avoidance and 
dissociative experiences including depersonalisation, derealisation and 
emotional numbing. The subscale scores were higher than the general 
population. The implication from these results is that high trauma experienced 
through victimization impairs the development of adaptive social, cognitive 
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and emotional coping skills which are important for prosocial behaviour 

(Bennett, Farrington and Huesman, 2005). 

lt is likely that individual, environmental and lifestyle characteristics all 

have an important part to play in the relationship between victimization and 

offending. Antisocial behaviour 'must somehow be learned from the past and 

incorporated into the individual's repertoire of responses' (Eron: 141 ). If 

antisocial behaviour is learned directly or indirectly (through observing others) 

then victimization or offending can contribute and be incorporated in the 

individual's perception and response to their environment. 

6.3. Restorative Justice, Victimization and Offending 

Restorative justice is not a newly developed concept, rather a system 

of harm reduction that has had a presence throughout human history. What is 

new is a research drive which has sought to provide evidence that restorative 

justice can be a legitimate part of civil society's response to crime. The focus 

has been to determine how effective restorative justice is at reducing 

reoffending and providing victims with a more satisfying process than 

traditional criminal justice methods and therefore, a growing body of research 

exists that has looked at the effects of restorative justice on offenders and on 

victims. However, very little research has directly explored the victim-offender 

overlap and the restorative justice process. 

A major objective of restorative justice is to help reduce the harm 

suffered by victims of crime. Criminal victimization is regarded as a traumatic 

event with evidence that violent crimes in particular can have a persistent and 

severe impact on mental health (Angel, 2005; Kilpatrick et al., 1987; Resick, 

1987). The prevalence of posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD) is high for 

victims of violent crime such as robbery, serious assault and rape (Orth, 

Montada & Maercker; 2006). PTSD can occur when a person has 

experienced, witnessed or been confronted with a life-threatening incident and 

feels intense fear, helplessness or horror (American Psychiatric Association, 

1994). Symptoms can be long term and include intrusive memories such as 

flashbacks or nightmares, avoidance of situations which are reminders of the 

original incident and hyperarousal in which victims may feel and respond as 
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original incident and hyperarousal in which victims may feel and respond as 
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though they are reliving the event, even in benign situations. In addition, 

emotional responses can include fear, anger, numbness, anxiety, 

hopelessness and a general feeling of injustice (American Psychiatric 

Association, 2005; Orth et al., 2006). Coping skills may diminish and in order 

to avoid these symptoms, people may turn to alcohol or drugs or other self

destructive behaviour (Brownell et al., 1986). 

Orth, Montada and Maercker (2006) looked at the relationship between 

post traumatic stress reactions and feelings of revenge in a random sample of 

174 victims of violent crime in Germany. 48 percent of the participants were 

victims of rape and 52 percent were victims of non-sexual assault including 

robbery and bodily harm. Participants were surveyed for post traumatic stress 

reactions, feelings of revenge, retaliation motive, physical harm from 

victimization and emotional support from family and friends. Results 

suggested that feelings of revenge were significantly correlated with post 

traumatic stress reactions and were moderated by the length of time since 

victimization. The more time since victimization, the greater the maladaptive 

feelings towards the offender and event. The authors suggest that in addition 

to post traumatic stress from the incident, dissatisfaction with court 

proceedings or decision may have increased feelings of revenge with time. 

6.3.1 Restorative justice and criminal victimization 

Many studies highlight the expectations, perceptions and experience of 

victims who have participated in restorative justice conferences. Victims who 

have taken part in a restorative justice process describe it as an opportunity to 

tell the offender how they were affected by the incident, get a better 

understanding of the offender and what led up to the offence and get answers 

to their questions about the crime (Coates & Gehm, 1989; McCold & Wachtel, 

1998; Morris, Maxwell and Robertson, 1993; Umbreit, 1994). Victims have 

also reported a desire to help the offender so that he or she does not commit 

further crime (Coates & Gehm, 1989; Morris et al., 1993) or obtain financial 

compensation (Coates & Gehm, 1989; Umbreit, 1994). Wemmers and 

Canuto (2002) concluded from their critical review of the literature that most 

victims who have taken part in a restorative justice conference have benefited 
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from them -either psychologically through improved wellbeing or financially 

through restitution. 

Central to victims' satisfaction is the perception of genuine remorse and 

an apology from the offender which, in turn, translates into a belief that the 

offender has taken responsibility for his or her actions. Bottoms (2003:96) 

reflected that 'the pain and the regret of a sincere apology {often a difficult 

matter for the offender to express), followed by the equally difficult act of 

forgiveness offered (perhaps uncertainly) by the wronged person, have the 

power to effect a social transformation.' Victims have been left feeling re

victimized if they do not perceive that the offender was remorseful, if they 

were not able to express their feelings or if the offender does not complete 

agreements made in the conference (Harris, 2003; Morris et al., 1993; Strang, 

2002; Wellmers & Canuto, 2002). 

Sherman et al. (2005) tested whether face-to-face restorative justice 

conferences were more likely to reduce the harm of criminal victimization and 

show future psychological benefits than victims taking part in conventional 

(court) justice processes. Interviews were conducted with 446 victims who 

had participated in four randomised controlled trials of restorative justice in 

Canberra, Australia (n=232) and London (n=214). Roughly half of these 
' 

participants had taken part in a face-to-face meeting with their offender whilst 

the other half, the control condition, had their cases dealt with normally by the 

courts. Victims were asked post conference or court whether the offender had 

apologised to them, whether they felt the apology was sincere, whether they 

blamed themselves for the crime and whether they wished that they could 

harm or physically retaliate against the offender now. Results indicated that 

victims who had taken part in a restorative justice conference were 

significantly more likely to have received an apology from their offender and 

perceive these apologies to be sincere. 

Strang's (2002) earlier research with victims of crime suggests that 

apologies are very important for repairing the emotional harm they have 

experienced. Almost all of the apologies received in the control group were 

outside of the court process. Self-blame was not significantly different 

between the restorative justice condition and the control condition for any of 
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the trials despite the fact that many offenders in the restorative justice 
condition told their victims that the offence had occurred at random. Victim 
desire for violent revenge was greatly reduced by taking part in a meeting with 
the offender. Almost half of the victims whose cases were dealt with by court 
reported that they would like to harm their offender as compared with 9 
percent of victims who took part in a conference. Whilst only one of the trials 
showed a significant difference between the control and restorative justice 
conditions, the overall trend was that participation in RJ helped victims of 
crime. Sherman et al. (2005) suggests that when victims are unable to voice 
their anger, fear and pain about the crime committed against them, this may 
manifest into a desire for violent revenge. Preoccupation with vengeance may 
endlessly prolong the feeling of victimization and prevent the victim from 
moving forward with his or her life (Karmen, 1990). By meeting with their 
offender in a restorative justice conference, their fear and anger may literally 
'melt' away. Research by Strang et al. (2006) confirms that victims show a 
great reduction in fear and anger and increased sympathy towards their 
offender after taking part in a conference. 

Embedded within the London Crown Court Experiments conducted by 
Sherman et al. (2006), Angel (2005) explored the post-traumatic symptoms 

' (PTSS) of victims who had taken part in restorative justice versus having their 
cases dealt with by the Crown Court. Interviews were conducted with 137 
burglary and robbery victims on average two weeks after conference or court 
appearance. One limitation cited by Angel was that she was unable to 
interview victims both prior to and after restorative justice or court. Using the 
Impact of Event Scale Revised, participants were asked whether they had 
experienced symptoms generally associated with post traumatic stress 
disorder. Angel found evidence of elevated levels of PTSS in the sample and 
promising reductions in the restorative justice group. Specifically, participants 
who were in the experimental condition had lower PTSS scores both initially 
and six months following their conference than participants in the control 
condition. The average level of victim post-traumatic stress for the burglary 
and robbery trial combined was significantly less (p~.01 0) for victims who had 
taken part in a restorative justice conference versus those participants whose 
cases were dealt with by court. Angel suggests that meeting with the person 
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who caused the traumatic event may help to reduce PTSS by providing 
victims with exposure to anxiety provoking stimulus (e.g. offender). The effect may parallel aspects of clinically based cognitive behavioural therapies 
(Angel, 2005). 

Rumgay (2004) reviewed the literature on prior victimization, post 
traumatic stress and the criminal justice system's response in relation to 
female offenders and concludes that retributive punishment does not deal 
effectively with offenders' own victimization. In addition, Rumgay suggests 
that victimization, is not causative of offending but contributes by way of a 
complex adaptation to traumatic experiences (Rumgay, 2004). Aggression, fear, retaliation, drug misuse and depression as a result of victimization may either exacerbate or reinforce antisocial activity. If we are compelled to hold the victimized offender responsible and morally accountable for their crimes, then we may demand that such responsibility be used in addressing the 

psychological, social and economic symptoms of victimization and therefore change the ways in which offending has become an adaptive solution to 
victimization (Rumgay, 2004). Restorative justice may provide the opportunity for offenders to explore the impact of their own victimization by observing and hearing how their actions have harmed others. This researcher has not found ' any empirical research that explores the relationship between offenders' 
experience of victimization and restorative justice. 

6.3.2. Theoretical framework for restorative justice, victimization and 
offending 

Theoretical frameworks for restorative justice have focused on effects on repeat offending by offenders (see Braithwaite, 2002; Sherman, 1993) with no formal theories on victim consequences or victim and offender overlap 
(Strang et al., 2006). Cognitive behavioural therapy and procedural justice
two theories that related to both victimization and offending - may provide 
some foundation for a positive relationship between restorative justice and 
reoffending for offenders who have been also been victims of crime. 

Cognitive behavioural therapy can address psychological harm from a traumatic event by exposing the victim to the cause of the incident (e.g. the offender) in a safe environment and/or by changing the victim's interpretation, 
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perception or response to the experience (Gehm, 1990; Rothbaum & Foa, 
1999). Both of these opportunities are made available in a restorative justice 
conference where victims meet with their offenders and learn about the 
motives for the offence. 

Where victimization - either direct or indirect- precedes offending, it is 
likely that this experience would change the way in which an individual would 
perceive the world. Antisocial behaviour is learned from the past and 
incorporated into the individual's repertoire of responses (Huesmann & Eron, 
1984). If antisocial behaviour is learned directly or indirectly (through 
observing others) then victimization or offending can be part of a learning 
process that defines norms of behaviour which are in turn incorporated in the 
individual's response to his or her environment. 

Strang et al. (2006:284) reported that cognitive behavioural therapy 
'may be one of the most promising interventions for addressing the emotional 
harm that results from victimization.' Braithwaite (2002:98) proposed that 
restorative justice 'reinforces the social cognitive principles that have been 
shown to be the hallmarks of effective rehabilitation programs'. Clearly in the 
case of offenders' prior victimization, restorative justice does not present an 
opportunity for the offender to meet their offender. However, it is plausible 

~ 

that mechanisms that are thought to contribute to victim's reduction of 
emotional harm can work for offenders in the same event. Restorative justice 
can provide a catalyst for moral re-engagement, social and moral 
development, emotional and moral psychological healing and reintegrative 
shaming (Barton, 2000). By witnessing how their actions have harmed other 
people, offenders may be able to address their own victimization experiences. 

Repeated exposure to victimization may have an effect on an 
individual's sense of justice and tendency to obey the law (Hartless et al., 
1995; Sparks, 1981). 

6.4 Research Objectives 

There is currently no empirical research on the relationship between 
prior victimization, offending and restorative justice. The London Crown Court 
Experiments provides an opportunity to explore victimization of serious 
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burglary and robbery offenders and answer whether victimization has an 

impact on the time it takes for participants to reoffend and whether time to 

reoffend is influenced by whether the offender participated in a restorative 

justice conference. Specifically, for robbery and burglary offenders, the 

following questions will be investigated: 

7. What proportion of LCCE offenders had been victims of crime prior 

to random assignment? Where LCCE offenders had been 

victimized prior to random assignment, did victimization precede or 

follow their first offence? 

8. Does prior victimization have an impact on time to failure? 

9. Did offenders with recorded victimizations (CRIS) prior to random 

assignment reoffend faster than offenders without recorded 

victimizations? 

1 0. Does prior victimization interact with restorative justice and predict 

time to failure? Is the mean survival time different for those 

offenders who were victimized and were in the experimental 

condition as compared to victimized offenders in the control 

condition? 

11. Does the number or type (violent or property) of prior victimizations -... 

have an impact on time to failure and restorative justice? 

12. Does injury from reported victimization have an impact on time to 

failure and restorative justice? 

6.5 Methods 

The Metropolitan Police's Crime Report Information System (CRIS) 

records details of all reported incidents where a person has been listed as a 

suspect, accused or victim. Complete historical CRIS data was collected for 

all project offenders. This data set relates to offenders' counts of victimization 

as recorded on CRIS. For a given offence on CRIS, a person can be 

recorded as a victim (V), Informant (I) or Witness (W), or all of these. Police 

officers entering victimization status on CRIS often assign the 'victim' status to 

the primary loser (e.g. the business in a robbery offence) and assign the 

informant and/or witness status to the person who observed, reported or was 
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involved in the incident (e.g. the person who actually had the gun against his 
head). However, in most incidents, the person who reported the incident 
(informant) is also the victim or primary loser. Because of the recording 
practice for V, I and W, this dissertation looked at both events in which the 
offender was cited as the primary victim and also when he or she was listed 
as a V, I or W. Where a participant was given multiple statuses (such as a 
victim and an informant) for a given case, only one status per offence is 
counted. 

In addition to victimization status (V, I or W), CRIS also records the 
level of injury. The injuries are coded as Fatal, Serious, Moderate, Minor, 
Threats only, No injury, Cannot determine (3 cases). Only one injury 
description is assigned per person per offence on CRIS. In the LCCE there is 
one post RA 'fatal' injury type - a project offender who was killed by his 
brother. This will be censored out by default as the death date will be the end 
of the review period for this offender. An injury total was generated for each 
offender with prior victimization based on the following scale: Fatal (6), 
Serious (5pts), Moderate (4pts), Minor (3pts), Threats only (2pts), No Injury 
(1 pt). The reason for giving 'No injury' 1 point is that no injury still represents 
a point that the person has been involved in a criminal offence. On CRIS, 

~ 

injury description for 'no injury' often lists 'shock', 'upset' and 'slight bruising'. 

6.5. 1 Data advantages and limitations 

Offenders in the London Crown Court Experiment had pleaded guilty to 
a burglary or street crime matter in the Crown Court and agreed to take part in 
the restorative justice programme. Consequently, the victimization 
characteristics of project offenders may not be generalisable to all London 
offenders - for example, those who have committed other offences or who 
would not be willing to meet with their victim. 

Victimization data for the LCCE was derived from a police crime 
reporting database. Offenders may be less likely than non-offenders to report 
incidents of victimization for fear that they will not be seen as credible by the 
police or that they will draw attention to their own illegal activities (Sparks, 
1982). Hartless et al. (1995) surveyed 11-15 year old students in an inner city 
Glasgow school. Although 82 percent of the sample had experienced at least 
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one victimization event, most did not report the incident. Victims may be more 
likely to report crimes in which they have sustained physical injuries or 
substantial financial loss (Karmen, 1990). However, repeat victims may be 
less inclined to report their subsequent victimization because they feel that the 
police will not or can not do anything to help them (van Dijk, 2001 ); this is an 
important consideration when looking at the total count of victimizations for 
project offenders. In addition, reporting rates may be dependant on the 
nature of the offence. Kilpatrick et al. (1987) found that burglary for example 
had a high reporting rate (87 percent) and sexual assault had the lowest (7.1 
percent) in a sample of 391 adult females who were interviewed about lifetime 
criminal victimization. lt is therefore likely that the victimization histories 
reported here will underestimate the true scale of victimization for LCCE 
offenders. lt was not within the scope of this dissertation to interview 
offenders in the LCCE and therefore learn more about the relationship 
between prior victimization and offending. 

A key advantage of utilizing victimization histories from the CRIS was 
establishing a temporal sequence of victimization and offending that most 
survey data lacks. This has been a major obstacle in accurately assessing 
whether victimization proceeds offending or vice versa. In addition, 

' victimization and outcome data (time to failure) were both from the same 
database (CRIS). This ensured that variables such as date of offence were 
available for both victimization and offending and recorded under the same 
conditions by the police. 

6.6 Analysis and Results 
Descriptive information on victimization was explored followed by 

survival analysis to answer the key questions on victimization, restorative 
justice and time to failure. 

6.6.1 Victimization and offending (descriptive analysis) 
a. What proportion of LCCE offenders had been a primary victim and/or 

VIW on CRIS prior to random assignment? Where LCCE offenders had 
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been victimized prior to random assignment, did victimization precede 
or follow their first offence? 

Of the 355 offenders enrolled in the LCCE, 63.38 percent (n=225) had 
been victims of crime prior to random assignment. This percentage was 
similar for both the burglary (63 percent) and the robbery experiment (64.06 
percent) overall. The mean number of times an LCCE offender had been a 
primary victim in an offence was 1.85 in the burglary experiment and 1.96 in 
the robbery experiment. LCCE females were three to four time more likely to 
have been a primary victim in an offence than LCCE males. 

A total of 254 offenders (72 percent) had been designated as a victim, 
informant or witness (VIW) on CRIS with a similar percentage in the burglary 
(72 percent) as compared to the robbery (71 percent). The mean number of 
times LCCE offenders had been a VIW in the burglary experiment was 2.47 
and 3.10 in the robbery experiment. Table 6.6.1 a provides a detail of 
victimization by experiment and experimental condition. 

Injury sustained from recorded victimization was also reviewed 
descriptively. A total of 254 LCCE offenders (71.55 percent) had a recorded 
injury as a result of being a VIW in a criminal incident (Yes/No) and had a 
mean injury score ol4.74. Whilst a similar percentage of burglary and 
robbery offenders had been a VIW of crime prior to random assignment 
(71.81 percent and 71.09 percent, respectively), robbery offenders had a 
higher mean sum of injury (Mean=5.48) than burglary offenders (Mean = 
4.33). 

The equivalency of the control and experimental condition was tested 
using Pearson's Chi Square (e.g. dichotomous variables such as VIW Pre-RA 
Yes/No) and independent samples T-Test (e.g. the number of VIW pre-RA). 
Results presented in Table 6.6.1 a indicated that the number of V, VIW or 
Injury in the control and experimental condition were not statistically different 
in the burglary, robbery or combined LCCE. 
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Table 6.6.1a: Recorded Victimization by Experiment and 
Experimental Conditon, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Control Experimental Total Exp Statistic Exp Variable 
N % N % N % x2 I Continuity p value 

ID Victim 
No 38 34.86 46 38.98 84.00 37.00 

0.411 C) Yes 71 65.14 72 61 .02 143.00 63.00 
0.26 ns 

0 ~ 

~ fj' ~ IDVIW 
Jg.Sii 

No 29 26.61 35 29.66 64.00 28.19 
0.261 

en- c .... 0 ~ 0.13 :J .!::; a. 
Yes 80 73.39 83 70.34 163.00 71 .81 

ns m c x 
0 w 
() 
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<D ~ 
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G) .s 11 
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0 w 
() 

Injury 
No 47 26.70 54 30.17 101.00 28.45 

0.521 0.37 
Yes 129 73.30 125 69.83 254.00 71.55 

ns 

M so M so M so Tstatistic p value 
~ Nuni:JerV 1.91 2.45 1.79 3.14 1.85 2.83 0.32 ., 
0, Nuni:Jer VI'A 2.47 2.87 2.47 3.86 2.47 3.42 -0.02 .... 
::I 

Injury 4.17 5.40 4.48 6.75 4.33 6.13 -0.39 m 
~ Nuni:JerV 2.22 2.82 1.67 2.38 1.96 2.62 1.19 
G) 

..c Nuni:Jer VIVI 3.87 7.30 2.26 2.95 3.10 5.70 1.60 ..c 
0 

Injury 6.51 9.45 4.34 5.40 5.48 7.84 1.57 a: 

w Nuni:JerV 2.03 2.59 1.75 2.90 1.89 2.75 0.96 
(.) Nuni:Jer VIVI 3.00 5.06 2.40 3.57 2.70 4.38 0.18 (.) 
...J 

Injury 5.06 7.28 4.44 6.31 4.74 6.81 0.86 

b. Where LCCE offenders had been victimized prior to random 

assignment, did victimization precede or follow their first offence on 

CRIS or PNC? 

The results, according to official records, indicated the majority of 

LCCE offenders (over 74 percent) had not been a victim or VIW prior to 

committing a first offence. Over 30 percent of robbery offenders and 13 to 20 

percent of burglary offenders had been a victim or VIW prior to their first 
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offence resulting in arrest (CRIS) or conviction, caution, reprimand or warning (PNC). Where victimization did precede offending, it was more likely to occur before the first recorded arrest on CRIS than before the first conviction on PNC. One burglary participant was recorded as both an informant and 
offender in the same offence on CRIS. Table 6.6.1 b details the chronology of victim status and offending for the burglary and robbery experiment. 

Table 6.6.1 b: Victimization and Chronology of Offending, 
LCCE who had been a V or VIW prior to Random Assignment 

Primary Victim (V) VIW 
Exp 

Does V or VIW status 
precede First Offence? CRIS PNC CRIS PNC 

N % N % N % N 
~ 

No 116 81.12 124 86.71 128 78.53 138 
., 

Yes 27 18.88 19 13.29 34 20.86 25 
"'§ 

Same as 1st Offence 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.61 0 

::I 

% 
84.66 
15.34 
0.00 

CD 
Total 143 100.00 143 100.00 163.0 100.00 163.0 100.00 ~ 
No 55 67.07 56 68.29 61 67.03 63 69.23 CIJ Yes 27 32.93 26 31 .71 30 32.97 28 30.77 

..c 

..c 
Same as 1st Offence 0 0.00 0 0.00 0.0 0.00 0 0.00 

0 a: 
Total Rob 82 100.00 82 100.00 91 100.00 91 100.00 No 171 76.00 180 80.00 189 74.41 201 79.13 

w Yes 54 24.00 45 20.00 64 25.20 53 20.87 

(..) 
(..) 

Same as 1st Offence' 0 0.00 0 0.00 1 0.39 0 0.00 

-' 

Total Rob 225 100.00 225 100.00 254 100.00 254 100.00 

c. Where LCCE offenders had been a primary victim prior to random 
assignment (n=225), what was the age range and mean age of 
victimization? 

The youngest recorded victim of crime was 2 years old in robbery experiment for the offence of actual bodily harm and 4 years of age in the burglary experiment for the offence of indecency with children. The oldest age at which a project offender was a victim of crime was 60 in the burglary experiment and 42 in the robbery experiment. The mean age of victimization on CRIS was 25.30 in the burglary experiment, 23.80 in the robbery 
experiment and 24 for the combined LCCE. The mean age of victimization 
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was very similar for the control (24.67) and experimental conditions (24.84) for 
the LCCE. 

Table 6.6.1c: Age at First Victim Satus on CRIS prior to RA, 
LCCE Offenders (n=225) 

Exp Statistic Control Experimental Total Exp 
Number of Cases 71 72 143 

>- Mean 25.17 25.43 25.30 .... 
«< Median 24.00 25.00 24.00 
Cl 

Minimum 4 10 4 
.... 
:I 
cc Maximum 60 42 60 

so 8.54 7.70 8.10 
Number of Cases 45 37 82 

>- Mean 23.89 23.70 23.80 .... 
Q) Median 25.00 21.00 24.00 .0 
.0 Minimum 2 8 2 0 
a: Maximum 40 42 42 

so 7.36 9.21 8.20 
Number of Cases 116 109 225 
Mean 24.67 24.84 24.76 

w Median 24.00 24.00 24.00 0 
0 Minimum 2 8 2 ...J 

Maximum 60 42 60 
so 8.09 8.25 8.15 

6.6.2 Victimization and offending (survival analysis) 

a. Does prior victimization (Yes/No) have an impact on time to failure? If 

so, does prior victimization increase or decrease mean survival times? 

Results displayed in Table 6.6.2a suggested that being a prior victim of 

crime (Yes/No) was not significantly related to time to failure for the whole 

LCCE sample (p=.152), however, there were differences between burglary 

and robbery offenders. In the burglary experiment, offenders who had not 

been a victim prior to random assignment had a longer mean time to failure 

(428 days) as compared to offenders who had been a victim of crime (337 

days). This difference approached significance (p=.058). Results for the 

robbery experiment indicated that offenders had a longer mean time to failure 

if they had been a victim of crime (51 0 days) than if they had not (376 days), 

however, this was not statistically significant (p=.945}. 
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Table 6.6.2a: Pre-RA Victimization (Yes/No) and Mean Time 
to Failure by Experiment, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Number Survival Estimate Victimization 
Exp Pre-RA Cases Mean Median SE No 84 428 163 54 Burglary Yes 143 337 94 40 Log rank 3.60, p=.0578 

No 46 376 185 61 Robbery Yes 82 510 247 71 Log rank .00, p=.9446 
No 130 429 185 45 LCCE Yes 225 403 137 38 Log rank 2.06, p=.1516 

b. Does prior victimization (Yes/No) interact with restorative justice and 
predict time to failure? Is the mean survival time different for those 
offenders who were victimized and were in the experimental condition 
as compared to victimized offenders in the control condition? 
Results from Kaplan Meier log rank test of equality of survival 

distributions indicated that both burglary and robbery offenders have longer 
mean survival times when they have not been a victim of crime prior to 
random assignment and are in the experimental conference condition as 
compared to the control condition. The differences between experimental 
condition and control condition, however, were not statistically significant. 
Within the experimental condition, the survival distribution for LCCE offenders 
was significant (p=.037) where offenders who had been a victim of crime prior 
to random assignment had a mean time to failure of 375 days as compared to 
480 days if they had not been a victim of crime. Table 6.6.2b provides the 
survival means for burglary and robbery offenders by experimental condition. 
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Table 6.6.2b: Pre-RA Victimization (Yes/No) and Mean Time to Failure by Experimental and Experiment Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 
Victimization Control Experimental Victim Yes/No Experiment Exp 

Pre-RA N Mean Median SE N Mean Median SE Log rank Log rank i'!' No 38 349 129 68 46 460 191 74 .51 , p=.475 
... 
"§ Yes 71 354 83 57 72 285 102 45 .09, p=.760 3.28, p=.070 
:::J 

ID Log Rank (df=1) .59, p=.443 3.13, p=.078 i'!' No 22 243 94 63 24 451 418 87 1.22, p=.269 
Q) 

.&J Yes 45 417 322 65 37 445 167 102 1.77, p=.184 .02, p=.884 

.&J 
0 
a: Log rank 2.17, p=.141 .64, p=.424 
w No 60 330 129 54 70 480 263 63 2.03, p=.154 (.) Yes 116 412 130 50 109 375 146 53 .21, p=.643 1.86, p=.173 
(.) 
....1 

Log rank .01 , p=.941 4.36, p=.037 

c. Does the number of victimizations prior to random assignment, have an 
impact on time to failure and restorative justice? 

This question looks at whether the number of times offenders had been 
victimized prior to random assignment had an impact on the time it took for 
offenders to reoffend after random assignment. Preliminary analysis explored 
lifetime victimization as reported on CRIS and found no significant results. 
However, analysis was also completed on repeat victimization in the five 
years prior to random assignment. Cox regression results suggested that the 
total number of times LCCE offenders had been listed as a primary victim of 
crime in the five years prior to random assignment was significantly related to 
time to failure in the burglary but not the robbery experiment (HR=1.083, 
p=.046). The mean number of times offenders had been a victim of crime in 
the five years prior to random assignment was 1.22 in the burglary experiment 
and 1 .42 in the robbery experiment. This compares to the total lifetime means 
of 1.85 for burglary and 1.96 for robbery offenders (see table 6.1 a). Table 
6.6.2c displays the results of the Cox regression. 

Table 6.6.2c: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression, Number of Prior Victimizations in 
5 years Pre·RA and Time to Failure, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment B SE Wald df Si g. Exp(B) 
95.0%CI for Exp(B) 

Lower Upper 
Burglary 0.08 0.04 3.991 1 0.046 1.083 1.002 1.172 Robbery -0.029 0.06 0.236 1 0.627 0.971 0.864 1.092 LCCE 0.031 0.033 0.892 1 0.345 1.032 0.967 1.100 
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Kaplan Meier log rank on survival distributions were generated for the 

burglary and robbery experiment to determine if a particular number range 

was contributing to the effect. Three victimization groups were created: 

o Offenders who had no prior victimizations 

o Offenders who had 1 to 2 recorded victimizations and 

o Offenders who had 3 or more prior victimizations in the five years prior 

to random assignment. 

Results suggested that offenders without any prior victimization in the five 

years prior to random assignment had longer survival means in the 

experimental conference condition as compared to the control condition for 

the burglary and robbery experiments and LCCE combined. In the robbery 

experiment, the difference in means between the control and experiment 

condition approached significance (p=.0612). Offenders with three or more 

events in which they were listed as a victim of crime had longer survival 

means in the control as compared to the experiment conference condition. 

The fastest mean time to failure was found in the burglary experimental 

condition (mean= 149days) for offenders with 3+ victimizations and the 

longest mean time to failure was found in the robbery experimental condition 
" (mean= 494 days) where offenders had not been a victimized. 

Table 6.6.2ci displays the survival means for the number of times as 

victim within the five years preceding random assignment by experiment and 

experimental condition. 
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Table 6.6.2ci: Number of Times as Victim in 5 yrs Pre-RA, Mean Time to Failure by 
Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Exp Number V 
Control Experimental Number V Experiment 

Mean Median SE Mean Median SE Log rank Log rank 

~ 
0 311 127 58 398 162 62 .40, p=.5253 ., 401 78 76 371 217 67 1-2 .11 , p=.7447 '§ 

3+ 293 112 90 149 39 65 1.40, p=.2359 
3.22, p=.1999 

::l 
IXl 

log rank (df=2) .18, p=.9139 5.28, p=.0715 

~ 
0 230 90 58 494 418 90 3.50, p=.0612 

Cll 445 435 96 453 137 139 1-2 .70, p=.4016 ..c .22, p=.8975 ..c 3+ 392 322 82 285 146 122 .82, p=.3650 0 
a: 

log rank ( df=2) 3.61' p=.1644 1.50, p=.4716 
0 302 107 47 434 191 53 2.47, p=.1159 

w 442 209 217 76 1-2 68 454 .01' p=.9167 (.) 
.83, p=.6602 (.) 3+ 390 147 74 200 64 64 2.54, p=.1112 ....1 

log rank (df=2) 1.04, p=.5933 4.60, p=.1 003 

d. Did the age of first victimization have an impact on time to failure and 

restorative justice? 

Only the 225 offenders who had been a primary victim on CRIS were 

included in analyses to determine if age at first victimization had an impact on 

time to failure and if there were differences between the experimental 

condition and the control condition. Cox proportional hazard regression was 

completed, keeping age as a continuous variable. Results indicated that age 

of first victimization was not significantly related to time to failure for the 

burglary or robbery experiment and there was not an interaction effect 

between age of first victimization and experimental condition 

(Age1stV*Condition, p >.900 for burglary and robbery experiments and 

combined LCCE). 

Table 6.6.2d: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression, Age at First Victimization and Time to Failure by 
Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=225) 

Exp Variable 8 SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 
95.0%CI for Exp(B) 
Lower Upper 

Burglary 
Age1stV -0.020 0.013 2.247 1 0.134 0.981 0.956 1.006 
Age1 stV*Condition -0.006 0.007 0.810 1 0.368 0.994 0.980 1.008 

Robbery 
Age1stV -0.021 0.022 0.945 1 0.331 0.979 0.938 1.022 
Age1 stV*Condition -0.010 0.014 0.564 1 0.453 0.990 0.964 1.017 

LCCE 
Age1stV -0.016 0.011 2.210 1 0.137 0.984 0.963 1.005 
Age1 stV*Condition -0.007 0.006 1.119 1 0.290 0.993 0.981 1.006 
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Three age groups were created to determine if a particular age range 
at first victimization would have an effect on time to failure and if there were 
differences in the experimental and control condition: 

o Offenders whose age at first victim status was 15 years or under, 
o Offenders who were between 16 and 25 year old and 
o Offenders who were over the age of 25 when they were first recorded 

as a primary victim of crime. 
Kaplan Meier log rank and survival distributions were computed to determine 
mean survival times for each age group. Results displayed in Table 6.6.2di 
indicated that offenders in the control condition who were first victimized 
before age 16 reoffended faster than any other age group or experimental 
condition. The mean survival time for burglary offenders under 16 in the 
control condition was 94 days and 36 days in the robbery experiment. Within 
the robbery experiment, the survival means were significantly different from 
each other (p=.002) but not between control and experimental condition and 
this effect is caused mainly by the mean differences in the control condition 
(p=.0006). In the robbery experiment, all offenders who were in the 
experimental condition had longer mean survival days than the control 
condition for all age groups. Graph 6.6.2di illustrates the survival distributions ~ 

for the three age groups for the robbery experiment. 

Table 6.6.2di: Age of First Recorded Victim Status on CRIS, Survival Means by 
Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=225) 

Exp Age at First V Control Experimental Age V Experiment 
Mean Median SE Mean Median SE Log rank (df=1) Log rank (df=2) <=15 94 16 36 400 94 165 .76, p:.383 

Burglary 
16-25 310 110 66 254 169 56 .12, p:.727 

.19, p: .9072 >25 403 83 97 279 56 65 .53, p:.468 log rank ( dl=2) 1.50, p=.4717 .66, p=.7195 
<=15 36 13 30 129 122 53 2.79, p: .095 

Robbery 
16-25 488 435 92 571 239 163 .25, p:.614 

12.43, p:.0020 >25 351 247 86 387 257 130 .04, p:.839 log rank ( dl=2) 14. 79, p:.0006 2.30, p:.31 64 
<=15 78 16 28 253 122 95 1.59, p:.2072 

LCCE 16-25 389 170 59 371 170 75 .33, p=.5677 4.33, p=.1147 >25 446 209 81 328 68 64 .83, p:.3621 log rank ( dl=2) 7.59, p=.0225 .14, p=.9327 
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Graph 6.6.2di: Survival Functions, Age Group at First 
Victimization in the Robbery Experiment (n=82) 
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e. Did the offence type resulting in victimization (property, violence and/or 
other) have an impact on time to failure and restorative justice? 

The purpose of this section was to look at the types of offences for 
which LCCE offenders had been VIWs (Victims, Informants or Witnesses) 
prior to random assignment and to determine whether prior V lW offence type 
had an impact with restorative justice. Three offence groups were created 
(property, violence and other) and all prior VIWs events were coded into these 
three groups. Table 6.6.2e1 provides descriptive data for the number of 
recorded VIWs by offence type, experiment and experimental condition that is 
referred to in subsequent sections. 

Table 6.6.2e1: The Number of Recorded VIW Events in Property, Violent and Other Offence Types 
Pre-RA by Experiment and Experimental Conditon, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Exp Variable Control Experimental 
N Yes M in Max Median Mean so N Yes M in Max Median Mean 

~ Property 47 0 7 1 1.25 1.51 42 0 14 1 1.20 "' ~ Violence 55 0 7 1 1.64 1.83 60 0 11 1 1.60 ::I 
Olher 16 0 3 0 0.26 0.59 17 0 4 0 0.31 

CD 

~ Property 31 0 53 1 2.37 7.58 22 0 8 1 0.83 Q) 
..0 Violence 36 0 10 2 2.04 2.17 34 0 8 1 1.71 ..0 
0 

Olher 10 0 2 0 0.24 0.52 13 0 3 0 0.48 
a: 

w Property 78 0 53 1 1.67 4.82 64 0 14 1 1.08 (.) Violence 91 0 10 1 1.79 1.97 94 0 11 1 1.64 
(.) 
....1 

Olher 26 0 3 0 0.26 0.53 30 0 4 0 0.36 
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o Property offences 

Property offences included criminal damage, burglary and theft. The 

maximum number of times a LCCE offender had been a V, I or W to a 

property offence was 53 in the robbery experiment (control condition) and 14 

times in the burglary experiment (experimental condition). The mean number 

of times LCCE offenders had been a V lW in a property crime was 1 .67 in the 

control condition and 1.08 in the experimental condition. 

Results from Cox regression indicated that the number of times as a 

VIW for property offences did not significantly impact on time to failure or 

restorative justice for either the burglary or robbery experiment. Table 6.6.2e2 

lists the results from Cox regressions for VIW offence types by experiment. 

Table 6.6.2e2: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression, Number of VIWs by Offence Type and Mean Time to Failure by 
Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n::355) 

Exp Variable 8 SE Wald df Si g. Exp(B) . 95.0%CI for Exp(B) 
Lower Upper 

Property -0.002 0.045 0.002 1 0.961 0.998 0.913 
Burglary Violence 0.084 0.046 3.335 1 0.068 1.088 0.994 

Other 0.392 0.134 8.611 1 0.003 1.481 1.139 
Property 0.002 0.019 0.018 1 0.894 1.002 0.966 

Robbery Violence -0.034 0.075 0.209 1 0.647 0.966 0.834 
Other -0.155 0.233 0.439 1 0.508 0.857 0.542 
Property 0.001 0.017 0.002 1 0.966 1.001 0.967 

LCCE Violence 0.035 0.039 0.819 1 0.365 1.036 0.960 
Other 0.157 0.117 1.785 1 0.182 1.170 0.929 

o Violent offences 

Violent offences included robbery, actual bodily harm, threats to kill, 

rape and other sexual offences. The maximum number of times an LCCE 

offender had been a V, I or W to a violent offence was 11 times pre-random 

assignment. Results from the Cox regression indicated that the number of 

times as a VIW for violent offences was not a significant predictor of time to 

failure for the burglary or robbery experiment. 

Given that the effect of the regression was nearing significance 

(HR=1.088, p=.068), Kaplan Meier survival distribution plots were generated 

to determine if there was a range of V lW that had a greater impact than 

another. To simplify the output, it was necessary to create groups based on 
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the number of violent VIWs prior to random assignment. Three groups were 
created: Offenders who had no prior violent VIWs, offenders who had 1 to 2 
prior violent VIWs and offenders who had 3 or more violent VIW events in 
their victimization history on CRIS. 

Results indicated that within the burglary experiment, survival means 
were similar between the control and experimental conference condition for 
offenders with no prior or 1-2 prior VIW events. The biggest difference in 
mean survival times appeared with offenders who had more than 3 prior VIW 
events. In these cases, the survival means were longer when the offender 
was in the control condition (327 days) as compared to the experimental 
condition (148 days). The results approached significance for differences 
between survival means within the experimental condition (p=.0639) but not 
between the control condition and experimental condition in any of the V lW 
counts. For the robbery experiment, offenders without prior violent V lW had 
twice the mean survival times in the experiment (441 days) than the control 
condition (217 days), but this was not significant (p=.0884). Likewise, 
offenders had longer survival means in the control (476 days) rather than the 
experiment condition (185 days) where participants had been VIW to more 
than 3 events. Table 6.6.2e3 presents the survival means for the number of 

~ 

Violent VIWs by experiment and experimental condition. 

Table 6.6.2e3: Number of Times as VIW in Violent Offences Pre-RA, Mean Time to Failure by 
Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Exp NumberVIW 
Control Experimental Number VIW Experiment 

Mean Median SE Mean Median SE Log rank Log rank 
>- 0 415 130 70 456 191 69 .33, p=.5627 ... 

1-2 257 72 57 312 133 58 .42, p=.5159 ..!l! 
4.70, p=.0956 

Ol ... 
3+ 327 112 98 148 64 54 .95, p=.3295 :::1 

a:l 
log rank (df=2) 1.39, p=.4979 5.50, p=.0639 

~ 
0 217 94 53 441 418 88 2.90, p=.0884 

Q) 1-2 406 435 88 521 239 118 .22, p=.6406 .0 
.72, p=.6963 .0 3+ 476 322 101 185 146 49 .98, p=.3227 0 

a: 
log rank ( df=2) .89, p=.6402 4.23, p=.1205 

0 377 130 56 468 255 60 1.78, p=.1824 w 1-2 318 147 51 426 167 66 .08, p=.7782 (.) 

1.02, p=.5991 (.) 3+ 421 127 78 166 122 47 2.39, p=.1220 ....1 

log rank ( df=2) .61, p=.7372 5.68, p=.0585 

o Other offences 
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Other offences included blackmail, drug offences, public order and non 

crime domestic incidents. The maximum number of times an LCCE offender 

had been a V, I or W to other offences was 4. Results from Cox regression 

displayed in Table 6.6.2e2 suggested that the number of times as VIW for 

other offences was significantly related to time to failure in the burglary 

(HR=1.481, p=.003) but not the robbery experiment (p=.508). 

Survival plots were generated to determine if a particular number of 

VIW for other offences was contributing to the effect. Two groups were 

created: Offenders who had not been a Victim, Informant or Witness in an 

'Other' offence and Offenders who had been a VIW in 1-4 Other offences. 

The survival means between experimental and control condition were 

not significant for the robbery or burglary experiment. Within the burglary 

experiment, results indicated that the more times an offender had been a V, I 

or W to an Other offence, the faster they reoffended. This was significant for 

the burglary experiment as a whole (p=.0125) with the experimental condition 

generating most of the effect (p=.0251 ). The robbery experiment displayed 

the greatest variation in survival means between the control (313 days) and 

experiment conference condition (518 days) for those offenders who had not 

been a VIW for an Other offence but this was not significant. Table 6.6.2e4 
~ 

displays the survival means for Other offences by experiment and 

experimental condition. 

Table 6.6.2.e4: Number of Times as VIW in Other Offences, Mean Time to Failure 
by Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment NumberVIW Control Experimental Number V Experiment 

Mean Median SE Mean Median SE Log rank (df=1) Log rank 
0 388 127 52 396 170 48 .20, p=.6571 

Burglary 1-4 176 71 60 132 56 51 .11' p=.7406 6.24, p=.0125 

log rank ( df=1) 1.65, p=.1991 5.02, p=.0251 
0 313 154 50 518 263 91 .74 , p=.3909 

1.44, p=.2301 
Robbery 1-4 575 128 462 167 133 .86, p=.3548 

log rank ( df=2) 2.80, p::.0942 .01 , p::.9381 

0 393 137 43 457 200 48 .67' p=.41 43 
.21' p=.6485 

LCCE 1-4 350 110 79 281 146 81 .39 , p=.5303 
log rank ( df=2) .06, p::.8022 1.76, p::.1848 
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f. Does injury from reported victimization have an impact on time to 
failure and restorative justice? 

An injury total was generated for each offender in the LCCE (see 
section 6.5 for scoring scale). The mean injury score for offenders in the 
burglary experiment was 4.33 with maximum of 35 and the mean injury score 
in the robbery experiment was 5.48 with a maximum of 56. The burglary 
offender with the maximum injury score of 35 had been a victim of 5 assaults, 
2 robberies and 3 domestic incidents as well as 7 non-violent incidents 
including theft dwelling and criminal damage and sustained mostly bruising 
and cuts from the assaults. Offenders who had no recorded victimizations on 
CRIS were given a score of zero. Table 6.6.2f presents the mean, median, 
minimum and maximum injury scores for LCCE offenders by experiment and 
experimental condition. 

Table 6.6.2f: Injury Score From Reported Victimization, 
LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Exp Statistic Control Experimental Total Exp 
Number of Cases 109 118 227 

>- Mean 
~ 4.17 4.48 4.33 .... 

(1l Median 2.00 2.00 2.00 Cl so 5.40 6.75 6.13 
.... 
::s 
lD Minimum 0 0 0.00 

Maximum 26 35 35.00 
Number of Cases 67 61 128 

>- Mean 6.51 4.34 5.48 .... 
Q) Median 4.00 3.00 3.00 .c .c so 9.45 5.40 7.84 0 
a: Minimum 0 0 0.00 

Maximum 56 23 56.00 
Number of Cases 176 179 355 
Mean 5.06 4.44 4.74 w Median 2.50 2.00 2.00 0 

0 so 7.28 6.31 6.81 ..J 

Minimum 0 0 0.00 
Maximum 56 35 56.00 

Cox regression was completed initially to determine broad effects. 
Results suggested that the number of times offenders in the LCCE were 
injured as a result of their V I W status was significantly related to time to 
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failure in the burglary experiment (HR=1.026, p=.052) but not the robbery 
experiment (HR=1.001, , p=.947). Results are displayed in Table 6.6.2f1. 

Table 6.6.2f1: Cox Proportional Hazard Regression, Injury Score from Victimizations Pre·RA and 
Time to Failure, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Experiment B SE Wald df Si g. Exp(B) 
95.0%CI for Exp(B) 
Lower Upper Burglary 0.025 0.013 3.780 1 0.052 1.026 1.000 1.052 Robbery 0.001 0.014 0.004 1 0.947 1.001 0.973 1.030 LCCE 0.010 0.009 1.163 1 0.281 1.010 0.992 1.028 

Three groups were created to examine whether the number of injury 
counts would have an impact on the time it took for LCCE offenders to 
reoffend: 

o Offenders with no sustained injury from victimization 
o Offenders whose victimization was minor to moderate (1-3 points) and 
o Offenders whose victimization history resulted in a score of 4 points or 

more. These offenders had experienced either severe or more 
frequent victimization. 

Results from Kaplan Meier analysis in SPSS are displayed in Table 
6.6.2f2. In the burglal)' experiment, offenders who had no reported injury had 
the longest mean time to failure (took the longest to reoffend) as compared to 
offenders who sustained injury during offences in which they were victims of 
crime. Interestingly, in the robbery experiment, offenders with an injury score 
of 4 or more took longer to reoffend than offenders who had not sustained any 
injury. Survival means from the created injury groups were not significantly 
related to time to failure in the burglary, robbery or combined LCCE. 
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Table 6.6.212: Injury Score from Victimization Pre-RA 
and Mean Time to Failure by Experiment, LCCE 

Offenders (n=355) 
Experiment Injury Score Mean Median SE 

0 423 163 64 
Burglary 1-3 377 109 53 

4+ 311 112 51 
Log rank 2.81, p=.2450 

0 354 185 64 
1-3 699 320 136 Robbery 
4+ 430 247 66 

Log rank 1.12, p=.5709 
0 413 185 51 

LCCE 1-3 459 162 57 
4+ 371 146 42 

Log rank 1.14, p=.5641 

Additional Kaplan Meier survival estimates were generated by 
experimental condition and are displayed in Table 6.6.2f3. In the burglary experiment, survival means were longer in the experimental conference condition as compared to the control condition for both offenders who had no injury points and those offenders who had 1-3 points. The survival mean for burglary offenders with more than 3 injury points was longer in the control condition (355 days) than in the experiment conference condition (256 days). ~ 

The most dramatic effects can be observed in the robbery experiment with offenders with no recorded injury- experimental offenders had more than twice the survival means (470 days) than offenders in the control condition (197 days). There was a significant difference between control and 
experimental conditions (p=.0456) suggesting that experimental offenders with no recorded injury took longer to reoffend if they had taken part in 
restorative justice than if their cases were dealt with only by the courts (control condition). Survival means were also greater for the experimental condition for offenders who had 1 to 3 injury points as compared to offenders in the control condition (mean =649 days and 488 days, respectively) but the 

standard error was extremely high (80=203). Offenders with more than 3 injury points had longer survival means in the control condition (mean = 405 days) than in the experimental condition (mean = 361 days). These effects, however, were not significant. 

Chapter 6, Victimization and Restorative Justice-251-



Table 6.6.2f3: Injury Score From Victimization Pre-RA and MeanTime to Failure by Experiment and Experimental Condition, LCCE Offenders (n=355) 

Exp NumberVIW Control Experimental NumberVIW Experiment 
Mean Median SE Mean Median SE Log rank Log rank i::' 0 310 129 71 446 191 83 .27, p=.6027 "' 1-3 349 97 66 358 133 64 .34, p=.5578 ~ 

2.81 ' p=.2450 
::J 4+ 355 110 79 256 129 54 .25, p=.6172 

ID 
log rank (df=2) .30, p=.8597 3.08, p=.2140 

i::' 0 197 94 60 470 451 93 4.00, p=.0456 "' 1-3 488 136 116 649 122 203 .06, p=.8140 
J:l 

1.12, p=.5709 
J:l 

4+ 405 322 71 361 146 92 .86, p=.3542 
0 
a: 

log rank ( df=2) 4.24, p=.1199 1.92, p=.3826 0 267 127 51 476 418 69 2.69, p=.1012 w 1-3 390 130 64 519 162 87 .22, p=.6409 
(.) 

1.14, p=.5641 
(.) 

4+ 426 147 63 311 146 52 .97, p=.3238 
...J 

log rank ( df=2) .45, p=.7968 3.85, p=.1460 

6.6.3 Summary of main findings 

1. Offenders who had not been a victim of crime in the burglary 
experiment reoffended at a slower rate than burglary offenders who 
had been a victim of crime (log rank =3.60, df =1, p=.058). 

2. The number of times participants had been a victim of crime in the five 
years pre-random assignment was significantly related to survival time 
in the burglary but not the robbery experiment (p=.046). 

3. LCCE offenders without any prior victimization reoffended at a slower 
rate in the experimental conference condition as compared to the 
control condition. This approached significance (log rank= 3.50, df=1, 
p=.061 ). 

4. Robbery offenders who had no recorded injuries on CRIS reoffended 
twice as fast in the control condition than in the experimental condition 
(log rank=4.0, df=1, p=.046). 

5. Robbery offenders who had been a victim of crime and were in the 
experimental condition reoffended at a slower rate than burglary 
offenders who have been a victim of crime in the experimental 
condition (log rank= 4.36, df=1, p=.037). 

6. Robbery offenders who were victimized before the age of sixteen 
reoffend significantly faster than other offenders in the LCCE (p=.002) 
and this effect was particularly strong in the control condition (p=.0006). 

Chapter 6, Victimization and Restorative Justice-252-



7. The more times burglary offender in the experimental condition had 
been a V, I or W to an 'Other' offence, the faster they reoffended (log 
rank 5.02, df=1, p=.025). 
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Chapter 7 

Criminal Careers and Restorative Justice, Discussion 

Overview 
Gender, race and age 
Frequency, seriousness and time in custody 
Drugs 
Victimization 
Conclusion 

7.1 Overview 

There is much evidence to suggest that participation in restorative 
justice can help reduce reoffending and promote victim healing. There is also 
research to suggest that restorative justice may produce similar or 
occasionally detrimental effects when compared to conventional justice. Very 
little research, however, has differentiated characteristics of offenders who 
desist from crime following a conference versus offenders who do not. This 
dissertation set out to explore whether individual characteristics such as 
gender, race and age, criminal history features such as frequency and 
seriousness, and ancillary factors such as drug use and victimization could ~ 

have an impact on the effectiveness of restorative justice using data from the 
London Crown Court Experiments. 

This chapter discusses the main findings from the preceding chapters 
individually and then provides general conclusions from research on criminal 
careers and restorative justice. 

7.2 Gender, Race and Age 
7.2. 1 Gender 

In accordance with previous research on gender and restorative justice, 
female robbers were slower to reoffend than male robbers. However, in 
contrast to previous research, female burglars showed a dramatic negative 
response to restorative justice and reoffended significantly faster than males 
in the experimental condition. 
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There were no significant between group differences for males or 

females, although female burglars reoffended twice as fast if they had taken 

part in a restorative justice conference in addition to court than if their cases 

had been dealt solely at crown court. Males who were assigned to take part 

in a conference reoffended in about the same time as males who just went to 

court. In addition, females whose onset was before the age of 18 reoffended 

over 7 times faster than males within the same onset age range and who had 

taken part in restorative justice. These results contrast some restorative 

justice research that suggests that females may be 'more responsive than 

male offenders to restorative interventions (Hayes, 2005: 94). 

In trying to explain gender differences, the prior drug use and the prior 

victimisation of burglary and robbery females were reviewed. All19 females 

in the burglary experiment were reported to have used or misused drugs 

prior to random assignment as compared with half of the robbery 

females. In relation to victimisation, 12 of the 19 burglary females (63 

percent) were recorded as being a victim of crime on CRIS in the five years 

prior to random assignment. Only 1 of the 8 female robbers (the one who 

reoffended) had been recorded as a victim on CRIS. Both prior drug use and 

prior victimisation, for female offenders in particular, appear to be important 
~ 

considerations when employing restorative justice as an intervention. 

Custody may also have been an issue in relation to gender differences 

in reoffending. Burglary females had a mean of 328 days in custody after 

random assignment (267.64 days in the control condition and 411 in the 

experimental condition) as compared to a mean of 233 days in custody for 

robbery females (40 days in the control condition and 427 in the experimental 

condition). Male offenders in the burglary experiment had a mean of 398 days 

in custody as compared to male robbery offenders whose mean was 459 

days. Shepherd and Whiting (2006) found that women in prisons in England 

and Wales had less access to accredited offender behaviour programmes 

than males and it is possible that the additional time in custody for burglary 

females (as compared with robbery females) had an impact on their 

reoffending. 

These results whilst fascinating, only represent 27 females who were in 

the LCCE. Further research on gender and restorative justice should be a 
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priority and especially with adult serious offenders. These results suggest that 
restorative justice may produce extremely detrimental effects for some 
females and more research is needed to determine whether substance use, 
prior victimisation, other personal factors or conference dynamics may be 
important considerations. Furthermore, it is likely that factors that influence 
reoffending for females will be the same as factors that influence reoffending 
for males (Rowe, Vazsonyi & Flannery, 1995). Understanding why some 
female offenders may react negatively to the conference experience will bring 
practitioners closer to unlocking aspects of conferencing that can produce 
positive and negative effects for male and female participants generally. 

7.2.2 Race 

The relationship between restorative justice and race was not 
significant for LCCE offenders. This result coincides with research by Hayes 
(2005), McGarrell and Kroovand Hippie (2007), and Rodriguez (2005, 2007). 
In contrast, Sherman et al. (2006b) and Hayes and Daly (2003) found that 
Aboriginal offenders in Australia were more likely to reoffend if they had taken 
part in restorative justice. The different observed results may in part be 
because analysis was conducted on broad race categories instead of distinct ' 
ethnic groups. Different results may have been found, for example if Black 
Africans had been compared to White Irish or Chinese participants. 
Unfortunately, there were too few LCCE offenders in many of the 13 self
defined ethnic groups on CRIS to perform statistical tests by experiment and 
experimental condition. 

Results combining race and gender in the burglary experiment (there 
were not enough female offenders in the robbery experiment to do 
comparable analysis) indicated that White females reoffended significantly 
faster than White males. White/Non-White males reoffended in about the 
same amount of time whether they were assigned to restorative justice and 
court, or court alone, but Non-White offenders reoffended significantly faster 
than White males regardless of condition. These results suggest that 
restorative justice works the same as conventional justice with regards to 
White and Non-White males, however, more research should try to untangle 
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why Non-White offenders reoffend faster and determine whether facilitators, conference dynamics or after conference care could have an impact. 

7.2.3 Age at random assignment 
Age at random assignment did not have a significant impact on time to failure in the burglary or robbery experiments or combined LCCE. The strongest effect that approached significance (p=.0924) was observed in the burglary experiment where offenders who were between 18 and 24 (the youngest age group in the LCCE) were 2.5 times slower to reoffend if they were assigned to restorative justice than the court only control condition. These findings would align with Hayes and Daly (2004) and McGarrell and Kroovand Hippie (2007) who found that younger offenders who took part in a conference were slower to reoffend than similarly aged offenders in the comparison groups. Further analysis combining age at random assignment revealed that females who were between 25 and 30 at random assignment reoffended significantly faster than males in the same age group. 

7.2.4 Age of onset 
The impact of age of criminal onset on time to failure was consistent with criminal career literature. Offenders whose age of onset occurred before the age of 15 reoffended faster than offenders who started offending after the age of 18, however, there was no interaction effect between age of onset and restorative justice. Hayes and Daly's (2004) research on age of onset found that early onset offenders were slower to reoffend than offenders who started later. However, further analysis revealed that this was the case when restorative justice was the first response (as compared to traditional court processes) to the first offence for young people. Only adult offenders were eligible for the London Crown Court Experiments so it was not possible to compare age of onset with age of conference for the 
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7.3 Frequency and Seriousness of Offending and Time in 
Custody 

7.3. 1 Frequency of offending 

Consistent with criminal career research, a higher frequency of prior 
offending was observed in the burglary as compared to the robbery 
experiment. In addition, the greater the frequency of arrests or convictions 
prior to random assignment, the faster project offenders reoffended post 
random assignment. Burglary offenders had over twice the average arrests 
and one and a half times the average convictions per year in the five years 
prior to random assignment than robbery offenders. Piquero et al. (2003), for 
example, found that property offenders reported a higher level of offending 
than violent offenders and that high rate offenders were more likely to 
continue offending than lower rate offenders. 

In general, survival time was significantly impacted by participation in 
restorative justice and the frequency of prior arrests or convictions, in the 
burglary experiment and the combined LCCE, and approached significance 
(arrest and conviction frequency) in the robbery experiment. The evidence 
clearly indicates that low frequency offenders benefited from restorative 
justice as measured 6y both prior arrests and convictions in a five year period 
prior to the intervention. 

In relation to high rate offenders, offenders with 7 or more convictions 
in the burglary experimental condition displayed marginally faster survival 
times than high rate offenders in the control condition (a difference of 46 
days). Arrest data, in contrast, suggested that restorative justice had a highly 
positive impact on high rate offenders (94 days in the control condition as 
compared with 234 days to reoffend in the experimental condition). High rate 
robbers reoffended faster in the control condition using either arrest or 
conviction data. The results suggest that frequency of prior offending is an 
important consideration for restorative justice practitioners but importantly that 
restorative justice can have a positive impact with high rate offenders in 
addition to low rate offenders. 
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7.3.2 Seriousness of offending 

Prior offending seriousness also produced interesting results. The 
maximum sentence was used to grade the seriousness of each offence 
resulting in an arrest prior to random assignment and three groups of 
offenders were created (Low, Medium and High) based on the cumulative 
seriousne.ss/sentence score. The survival time of project offenders was 
significantly effected by the overall seriousness of their prior offending in the 
burglary experiment and LCCE but not in the robbery experiment; the most 
serious offenders reoffended significantly faster than less serious offenders 
within the experimental and control condition. In addition, there was an 
interaction between cumulative seriousness and restorative justice. Offenders 
whose arrest history prior to random assignment received a low or high 
cumulative score took longer to reoffend in the experimental condition than 
the control condition. In the burglary experiment, the mean time to failure for 
offenders with the most serious offending history was almost twice as long in 
the experimental condition (mean = 241 days) than the control condition (125 
days). Offenders who were given a Low cumulative seriousness score also 
benefited from restorative justice - with a mean time to failure of 91 days 
more than the contr<2l condition. Interestingly, offenders whose prior arrests 
were in the middle range of seriousness (Medium group) took longer to 
reoffend in the control rather than experimental condition in both experiments 
and combined LCCE. Consistent with restorative justice research, these 
results suggest that restorative justice had the biggest impact on serious 
offenders with the most serious offending history as compared to conventional 
justice. 

7.3.3 Time in custody 

Complete custodial history for LCCE offenders was difficult to acquire 
but produced interesting results. Burglary offenders overall had spent almost 
twice as much time in custody as robbery offenders prior to random 
assignment. Generally, the more time that offenders spent in custody, the 
faster they reoffended. This was significant in the robbery experiment and 
LCCE combined but not the burglary experiment. In both experiments, 
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offenders who had served less than two years in custody prior to random 
assignment took longer to reoffend in the experimental condition than the 
control condition. Robbery offenders serving more than two years took longer 
to reoffend in the experimental condition (but the standard error was very 
high) and burglary offenders with similar custodial history took longer to 
reoffend in the control condition. These results suggest that restorative justice 
may have a greater impact on offenders who have served less than two years 
in custody prior to random assignment. 

LCCE offenders who had spent longer periods of time in custody may 
have lost valuable connections with pro-social family and friends, felt labelled, 
had reduced employment potential and difficulties finding stable 
accommodation (Kershaw & Renshaw, 1997; Moxon, 1998, Haapanen et al., 
2007; Piquero et al., 2003; Sampson and Laub, 1993). Where an offender 
has spent significant periods of time in custody and it has not been possible to 
engage the support of family and friends in a conference, it may be necessary 
for facilitators to assist the offender with accessing external support networks 
who can help the offender to re-integrate with his or community. 

The additional time in custody may have also embedded neutralisation 
techniques (Sykes and Matza, 1957) that gradually desensitized or hardened 

' offenders to their crime victims. A single conference event may not be 
enough for some offenders who have spent significant periods of time in 
custody to come to terms with the real impact of their criminal actions on their 
victims. 

7.3.4 Frequency and Seriousness of Offending and Time in 
Custody 

Further analysis explored a combination of offending frequency, 
seriousness and time in custody to determine if they had an impact on time to 
failure and the effectiveness of restorative justice. The most serious and 
frequent offenders (High Group) took almost 2.5 times longer to reoffend if 
they had been assigned to the restorative justice group than if their case had 
been dealt with only at court in the burglary and robbery experiment. Low 
seriousness + low Frequency offenders also benefited from restorative justice 
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but had less of an impact on time to failure. Offenders who scored Low/High 
on frequency, seriousness and time in custody also benefited from restorative 
justice, although the high standard error in the robbery experiment means that 
these results should be interpreted cautiously. 

7.4 Drugs and Restorative Justice 
Robbery and burglary offenders who use crack or heroin are likely to 

be amongst the most serious of recidivists. Results presented in this 
dissertation confirm that LCCE offenders who misuse these drugs reoffended 
faster than offenders who did not. What warrants further discussion is the 
analysis on the relationship between identified crack and/or heroin use and 
restorative justice. 

7.4. 1 Identified serious drug misuse and restorative justice 
Results suggested that offenders not using crack and heroin took 

longer to reoffend if they were assigned to the restorative justice condition in 
addition to court than if their case had just been dealt with by the Crown 
Court. However, offenders who did use crack and/or heroin appeared to 
reoffend at a faster rate if they were in the restorative justice condition than 

~ 

offenders whose cases were just dealt with by the court. The robbery 
experiment produced most of the significant results. Within the experimental 
condition, offenders identified as using crack and/or heroin reoffended at a 
faster rate than offenders who did not use these drugs. 

Neutralisation techniques may have enabled LCCE offenders to use 
crack and heroin without feeling guilty about it, or drugs taken prior to the 
commission of an offence may have been used by offenders to disengage 
from the victim and crime (Shiner and Newburn, 1997). When confronted with 
the victim in a conference, reconciling both the offence and drug use may 
have been doubly challenging for addicted offenders. In addition, offenders 
who had a long history of serious drug use and illegal activity in the LCCE 
often indicated that they had 'burned all their bridges' with family and friends. 
Whereas the conference process often provides an opportunity to re-engage 
offenders with their family and social networks, offenders whose family and 
friends would not attend the conference and provide support may have been 
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left without an opportunity for reintegration and have felt doubly shamed by 
their inability to control their addiction. In such cases, it is possible that the 
conference process had a negative impact. 

7.4.2 Drug use and restorative justice conference agreement 

As would be expected, offenders who were identified as using drugs in 
their probation reports were also (mostly) identified as using drugs in their 
conference outcome agreement. Where analysis was limited to experimental 
group cases with a conference outcome agreement and a probation report, 
offenders who had been identified as misusing drugs in their probation reports 
and agreed to address their drug addiction in the conference agreement 
reoffended significantly faster in the robbery experiment than offenders who 
were identified as using drugs but had not formally agreed to address their 
drug misuse in the conference. Further analysis revealed that robbery 
offenders who formally agreed to address their drug misuse were more likely 
to have been identified as using heroin (62 percent), crack (82 percent) or 
crack and heroin (56 percent) than cases where drug use was not an item on 
the outcome agreement - 39 percent were identified as using heroin or crack 
and 23 percent were-identified as using crack and heroin. Crack and/or heroin 
use appears to be the underlying issue contributing to time to failure. 

lt is unclear at this point whether offenders were able to achieve their 
agreements through the criminal justice system - e.g. if they were not able to 
access drug programmes despite being motivated to do so. Whilst the prison 
and probation service, combined under the 'National Offender Management 
System' in 2005, strive to manage substance misuse, LCCE offenders often 
told project facilitators that there were long waiting lists to drug treatment 
interventions and some were not able to access programmes at all if they had 
a short prison term or were screened out because of other eligibility factors. 
Boreham, Fuller, Hills and Pudney, 2006 survey of 7535 arrestees (see 
above) found that there was a substantial unmet demand for drug treatment 
amongst heroin and crack users. 90 percent of arrestees who used heroin 
almost daily reported that they would like to receive treatment for their 
addiction but 60 percent had not received any treatment in the last 12 months. 
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Similarly, 67 percent of respondents using crack at least five times a week 
reported that they would like treatment but only 9 percent had actually 
received treatment in the last 12 months. 

Whilst the conference can help identify underlying issues, provide 
support and motivate the offender to change, this potential will not be realised 
if the motivated offender is not able to readily engage in treatment because 
there is a waiting list or they do not fit the criteria for drug treatment 
programmes. In addition, whilst restorative justice encourages offenders to 
actively decide what to do to address their offending behaviour, the criminal 
justice process does not then allow offenders to be part of the decision 
making process on choosing exactly what treatment will serve their needs 
best. Allowing offenders to choose a treatment approach from a menu of 
options may result in greater acceptance, compliance with and improvement 
following treatment (Marlatt et al., 1988). Moreover, offenders who are unable 
to achieve their treatment goals despite being initially motivated to do so, may 
experience feelings of failure and shame, become frustrated, angry and 
defiant (see Sherman, 1993) and ultimately relapse into drug use and 
offending. 

With serious offenders who misuse drugs such as crack and heroin, 
' restorative justice may need to be seen as one step on a staircase of events 

to help offenders. Relapse can readily occur when offenders are faced with 
the challenges of complying with criminal justice requirements, confronting 
underlying issues relating to their drug use, avoiding drug using friends or 
friends. To maintain successful change, a relationship between offenders, 
facilitators and treatment specialists may need to be established and continue 
well beyond the conference. Agreements and goals that are unworkable or do 
not continue to meet the needs of offenders may need to be changed. The 
offender may also need additional assistance with housing, employment, 
education for example to get on the right track. The National Institute of 
Health (NIH, 2006) reports that persistent drug use can alter the brain's 
anatomy and chemistry with changes lasting for months or even years after 
the person has stopped using drugs. Such pervasive transformation to the 
brain may explain why there is such a high risk of relapse amongst drug 
addicts and why the NIH suggest that treatment must be long enough to 
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produce stable physiological and behavioural changes. Offenders must 
actively engage in the treatment process and develop a set of coping 
mechanisms that will help them disengage from drug use, maintain motivation 
and help them persevere in this change (Marlatt et al., 1988). 

lt was not possible to obtain probation reports for all project cases, and 
where reports and assessments were available, they did not always refer to 
the project offence. If the missing 34 reports (1 0 percent) had been included 
in the analysis, results relating to drug use, time to failure and restorative 
justice may have been different. In addition, probation reports and 
assessments spanned 2001-2004 - a period in which the probation service 
was making changes to their reporting content and procedure. The 
comprehensive offender assessment system (OASys), targeting known risk 
factors for offending, was slowly rolled out in London from 2003 onwards. The 
'new' assessment was in addition to the standard probation report and 
captured items such as frequency and daily cost of drug use. lt would have 
been desirable to gather evidence on how long the offender had been using 
drugs or understand the quantity/regularity/cost of drug use. Daily use of 
heroin or cocaine, for example, has been shown to be significantly related to 
higher rates of offending (Chaiken and Chaiken, 1990). Future studies -conducted in the UK might benefit from personal history information held in 
the OASys. 

The LCCE sample was limited to offenders who were convicted of 
robbery and burglary matters. There is a greater association between drug 
use and offenders committing burglary and robbery offences than other 
offence types (Holloway, Bennett & Farrington, 2005). A total of 89.10 
percent of LCCE offenders were identified as using drugs in their probation 
assessment. lt would therefore be important and interesting to examine, in 
further research, the relationship between drug use and restorative justice 
with a sample comprised of more non-drug users. 

7.6 Victimization and Restorative Justice 

lt is evident from the results presented in this dissertation that 
victimization, offending and restorative justice have interesting relationships 
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but the effects are not straightforward. In general, where offenders had not 
been victims of crime, their mean survival times were longer (reoffended at a 
slower rate) if they were in the experimental group than in the control group. 
This was particularly true of the robbery experiment where offenders who had 
no recorded incidents of victimization or injury reoffended twice as quickly if 
they had been in the control group than if they had taken part in a restorative 
justice conference. Restorative justice appeared to have had an impact on 
increasing desistance for offenders who had not been victims of crime. 

There were also some noteworthy differences between the robbery and 
burglary experiments. Robbery offenders who had recorded victimizations on 
CRIS and who were in the experimental group reoffended at a slower rate 
than burglary offenders. The results also indicated that the age of 
victimization could be an important aspect to consider when looking at 
reoffending in general and restorative justice in particular. Robbery offenders 
who were victimized before the age of 16 and who were in the control group, 
for example, reoffended at a significantly faster rate than robbery offenders 
who were in the experimental group and burglary offenders who were either in 
the control or experimental condition. The type of victimization may also be 
important. For example, the more times burglary offenders had been a victim, 

~ 

informant or witness to an 'Other' offence including public order, drugs and 
non-domestic criminal incidents, the more likely they were to reoffend at a 
faster rate in the experimental group than if they had not taken part in a 
restorative justice conference. 

Unfortunately, it is not known how many offenders discussed their past 
victimization in the conference. lt is plausible that some conferences raised 
memories of prior victimization which may have been difficult to deal with 
emotionally. Some offenders may have been angry at the attention their 
victim received and were left wondering why they had to face the victim when 
they had not had a similar opportunity to meet their offender(s) in a 
conference. Hence, rather than providing a therapeutic effect, it may have 
caused a defiant reaction (Sherman, 1993). More research is needed to 
determine whether there are additional factors to consider such as the type of 
prior victimization. Restorative justice may provide an opportunity, not usually 
presented under criminal justice procedure, for offenders to address their own 
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victimization and in turn have a positive effect on reducing reoffending but 

additional support may be required after a conference. 

7. 7 Conclusions 

There has been much emphasis on proving whether restorative justice 
works as compared to conventional justice or a suitable comparison group but 
additional attention needs to be directed at whether offenders taking part in 
restorative justice (e.g. males as compared to females, drug users as 

compared to non drug users, previously victimized offenders as compared to 
non victimized offenders) have different experiences. Prendergast et al. 

(2000) suggest that programmes that display characteristics responsible for 
significant differences in the therapeutic impact can improve the effectiveness 
of the treatment by focusing on these characteristics. The research presented 

in this dissertation indicates that gender, frequency and seriousness of 

offending and time in custody are all worthy of further research, especially 

with serious adult offenders. Substance misuse and prior victimisation should 
also be considered in addition to conference dynamics and after conference 

care. This appeared !o be particularly true of female offenders enrolled in the 
LCCE. 

Overall, results presented in this dissertation suggest that restorative 
justice is a promising intervention with serious and persistent offenders. 

Results also suggest that restorative justice may not be effective at reducing 

reoffending among offenders who use or misuse serious drugs such as crack 

and/or heroin. lt is also of interest that LCCE offenders who had been a victim 

of three or more crimes, reoffended faster if they were in the restorative justice 
condition than if they were in the control condition. Much more research is 

needed to help clarify the relationship between restorative justice and 

individual characteristics, criminal history features and ancillary factors such 

as drug use and victimization. 

Interviewing offenders about their criminal history, drug use and prior 

victimization would provide some tremendous insights that could help 

practitioners to improve the crime reducing potential of restorative justice. An 
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interview, for example, could clarify some important questions in relation to 
offenders who use serious drugs. Did the conference process provide the 
motivation to tackle substance misuse? Were offenders able to access the 
treatment programmes they needed? If so, did offenders feel that the 
programmes provided them with the coping skills necessarily to help them 
desist from drug use and reoffending? 

Restorative justice research in general has not considered the impact 
that prior victimization can have on offenders who participate in a conference 
and this may be an important area to discuss as part of the preparation for the 
conference process. Do victimized offenders perceive their victim differently 
than offenders who have not been a victim of crime? Where offenders have 
been repeatedly victimized, have they become hardened or de-sensitized to 
the impact that their actions can have on a victim or are they able to better 
empathise with their victim? 

Whilst the potential for restorative justice is great, it may be necessary 
to provide a support network after the conference with some offenders that will 
provide emotional support and/or strengthen motivated offenders' resolve to 
change. For example, whilst restorative justice in isolation appeared to be 
counter effective for serious crack and/or heroin users, it seems plausible that 

~ 

offenders may benefit from an initial restorative justice conference followed 
seamlessly by comprehensive treatment programmes that actively engages 
offenders. lt is clear that the relationship between drug use and restorative 
justice warrants further research with adult and juvenile samples. 

lt would be also be important to understand how participation in 
restorative justice had been perceived by criminal justice agencies - did 
offenders receive positive feedback on their participation or was their 
involvement rejected or mocked? If offenders felt that judges, probation or 
prison staff had not taken their participation into consideration or they were 
not able to complete the promises they made to their victims and families in 
the conference, they may have felt stigmatised, ashamed, angry or frustrated 
after what started off as a valuable and positive experience. Whilst facilitators 
were careful to explain to offenders that their participation in the conference 
should have no impact on their sentence, some offenders may have hoped for 
and did not receive a more lenient sentence. 
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In the London Crown Court Experiments, much emphasis was placed 
on treatment integrity and quality. The small group of police facilitators 
seconded to the project were dedicated to providing the best possible 
conferences and were given time to follow-up with victims and offenders after 
the conference/court process. Therefore the results presented in this 
dissertation may present different effects on reoffending than when restorative 
justice is a formal intervention in a non-experimental setting (Beelmann and 
Losel). lt is possible for example, that facilitators in practice would have larger 
caseloads resulting in less time to work with individual victims and offenders, 
less time for before and after conference care and may modify the conference 
'script' when needed. lt would be advantageous to continue to evaluate 
restorative justice programs that work with serious adult offenders post 
conviction, pre-sentence. 

This dissertation has used time to failure as the outcome measure. 
Survival analysis has the advantage of measuring not only if participants have 
stopped offending but also they have desisted from crime for longer periods of 
time, thereby contributing to a decrease in their offending rate (Ezell, 2007). 
Future research should also explore whether restorative justice has an impact 
on the actual number, frequency and seriousness of offending and explore -within and between condition effects. 
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