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Welcome to the first addition of Research & Resources Review of the Center for Restorative Justice & Peacemaking at
the University of Minnesota. We recently modified the name of the Center to include the term “peacemaking” rather
than “mediation” in order to reflect a broader and more transformative framework for facilitating dialogue among crime
victims, offenders, family members and other affected community folks. R&RR will offer brief reviews of current and
upcoming research initiatives in restorative justice, as well as highlight important new written and video resources.
Training opportunities offered by the Center will also be listed. Comprehensive charts that briefly describe all of the
forty known victim offender mediation empirical studies (grounded in data, not just theory) and six known family
group conferencing are presented in this issue. A bit more detailed description and key findings on selected more recent
studies will be presented in future issues of R&RR. We hope this provides a helpful foundation, or “road map”, to the
rich 25 year history of VOM practice and research, representing the oldest, most empirically grounded, and most
widely dispersed expression of restorative justice, as well as the more recent development of family group
conferencing. Far more thorough monographs and articles related to these studies are available through the Center’s
web-site.

Mark Umbreit, Ph.D., Director
Center for Restorative Justice & Peacemaking

Table 1
VICTIM OFFENDER MEDIATION EMPIRICAL STUDIES
(Compiled by Mark S. Umbreit, Ph.D. and Robert B. Coates, Ph.D.)

AUTHOR, . DESIGN POPULATION DATA KEY FINDINGS
DATE, LOCATION SAMPLE
1. Davis, R. et. al. Random assignment of Disputants known to each Participants believed had more opportunity to
(1980). Location: those eligible for mediation. | other; conflict resulted in participate in mediation than in court.
New York City Post intervention measures. | felony arrest. Believed outcome more fair.
No evidence that mediation reduced levels of
future conflict, .
2. Colhns, I.P. Purposive sample About 30% of youth with Interviews: Process perceived as working extremely well.
(1984). Location: Post intervention measures charged offenses in Staff- 18 Most participants had more positive view of
Grand Prairie, Jjurisdiction referred to Victims-19 Jjustice system.
Alberta, Canada. reconciliation project. Typical | Offenders 22 Most believed agreements to be fair and
offender: 15, male, one Parents-16 reasonable,
offense, theft. Community Program more costly than other diversion projects.
Workers 6
3. Coates, R. and J. 1983-- Matched sample of 1983--73 Vorp Offenders: age- | 1983 Sample - 1983 Sample
Gehm, (1985). Vorp and non-Vorp cases 16; 78% juvenile; 92%white; | .record data, 1984 | -60% of eligible case resulted in meetings
Location: three from three programs. 93% male; 93% no prior Interviews, Vic- -98% meetings yielded contracts
programs in Indiana 1984-- Availability sample incarceration post conviction; tim-37, Offender- | -87%contracts inc. restitution
and one in Ohio. in four programs. 54% convicted on burglary 23, Staff-22 -Vorp offender less jail time
Post-intervention charges CJ§-27, Victim 1984 Sample
refusal-26 High levels of satisfaction were reported.
Observations-9 Complaints regarding time delay.
4. Schneider, A. Random assignment. Typical offender: Record Data Forty percent referred to VOM refused on advice
(1986). Location: Post-intervention measures. | full time student, black, male, of lawyers.
Washington, D.C. repeat offender, referred for Offenders referred have statistically significant
felony , avg. age 15.4. lower recidivism than those in probation group.
VOM 143 Those participating in VOM have lower rates than
Ref. but refused 131 those on probation.
Probation 137
AUTHOR, DESIGN POPULATION DATA KEY FINDINGS




DATE, LOCATION

SAMPLE

5. Perry, L., T. Post Intervention Measures | Types of cases: community Record data on 77% increase in cases referred between 84 and 85.
Lajeuncsse, and A. 465 of the 1021 referred in disputes 20%;diversion 65%; those referred to 65% in both years were for diversion.
Woods (1987). 1984 & 1985 resulting in post plea 15%. First time mediation. 45% referrals reached mediation. In nearly 40%
Location: Winnipeg, mediation. offender; summary conviction Telephone of cases, victims were not willing to meet.
Manitoba Purposive Sample: 45 type cases; identifiable victim; | interviews with 88% of mediations reach agreements.
respondents; 67 relationship between 112 participants. Sub-sample:
complainants. complainant and respondent. Good to excellent service: 84% offenders and 91%
victims.
6. Umbreit, M. Availability sample: al] 183 offenders & 179 victims Records 54% of victims and 64% of offenders went to
(1988). Location: referred to program in 85- referred to VOM in 1985 & Interviews: mediation.
Minneapolis & St. 86. 86. Victims -31 79% of restitution agreements were completed.
Paul, MN. Purposive sample: sub- Most referred post- Offenders- 11 Monetary: $11,376
sample of participants for adjudication; some diversion. Personal service: 127 hrs
interviewing. Typical offense: burglary. Community service 489 hrs
Post-intervention measures. Client Satisfaction (Interviews):
Restitution agreement fair--
93% victims; 100% offenders
7. Unibreit, M. Purposive sample. 50 victims of burglary; 62% in | Face-to-face Attempting understand victim sense of fairness,

(1989). Location:
Minneapolis, MN.

Post-intervention measures.

VOM.

interviews.

three dimensions were discovered: rehabilitation,
compensation, punishment.

Victim participation regarded as critical across all
types of victims.

80% VOM participants experience fairness
compared with 38% of non-VOM.

8. Umbreit, M. Purposive sample of four Cases: armed robbery, assault Interviews with Victims of violent crimes have needs which, with
(1989) "Location: individual cases studies. of a police officer, negligent victims, considerable sensitive care, can be addressed
Genesee County, homicide, sniper shooting offenders, through face to face mediation.
New York and mediators and The traditional VORP mode] developed for
southern Wisconsin. referral sources. property kinds of crimes can be expanded as a
framework for working the cases involving violent
crime.
9. Galaway, B. Purposive sample. Eighty-seven persons who Records 54% of those referred participated
(1989) . Post-intervention measures. | participated in VORP over a 128 agreements were reached
Location:Minneapolis two year period. High# 44% monetary restitution
-St. Paul, MN. agreements for 17% personal service
participants! 16% personal ser & monetary
10% community service
79% of agreements were fulfilled
10. Gehm, J. (1990). | Availability sample. All individuals referred from Records Of 555 eligible, 250 meetings were held, 228

Location: six VORPs
in Indiana, }
Wisconsin, Oregon

Post-intervention measures.

July 1, 1985-Oct. 1, 1987
Eligible cases: 555

contracts agreed to and 203 successfully
completed.

53% of victims unwilling to participate.

More likely to meet if offender was white, offense
was misdemeanor, and victim was representing an
institution,

11, Marshal, T.

Availability and purposive

Little descriptive sample

Records on all

Police-based programs more perfunctory than

(1990). sample. information. participants. court based. :

Location: sites in Post-intervention measures. | Coventry-30% violent cases; Samples Corporate victims seemed less willing to meet and
Coventry, Leeds, ) Leeds-35% burglary; interviewed. to reach agreement.

North East Essex and Wolverhampton most minor Moderate influence on sentence.

‘Woverhampton-- offense referrals and 55% Majority of participating victims would do it
England. corporate victims, again,

12. Dignan, J (1990). | Availability and purposive 1987-89 — 291 referrals Record Comparing matched samples:

Location: Kettering, samples. primarily from police. 74% Sample -60% diversion

England

Matched sub-sample.
Pre and post-intervention

accepted.
Age-17+, no court record,

interviewed: 50
offenders, 45

-13% widening net
-recidivism slightly fower for Kettering; 15.4% for

measures. admission of guilt, eligible for | individual face to face mediation vs. 21.6% for go between.
prosecution. victims, 45 Increase 32%-43% face to face mediations
corporate victims | between year | & 3.
13. Hughes, S. and Purposive and random Surveys sent to 342 Record Mediation programs were found in counties from
A. Schneider, (1990). | sampling. organizations across the US. Surveys 3,000 to 2 million.
Location: Restitution | Post-intervention measures 240 responded. 79 of those Most often governed by private sector with
sites across the had victim offender mediation referrals from courts.
United States. programs., VOM regarded as functioning well with most
respondents favorably disposed.
14. Umbreit, M. Availability sample for 379 cases referred CVOM in Record data. 50% of referred cases led to face to face meetings.
(1991) record data. 1989. ° Interviews: 51 These resulted in restitution agreement 96% of the
Location: Purposive sample for 228 victims victims and 66 time.
Minneapolis/St.Paul interview. 257 offenders (56% were juvenile 81% of agreements were completed.
Post-intervention measures. | misdemeanor offenses). offenders. 86% of victims said it was helpful to meet the
Vandalism most frequent. offender.
94% of offenders felt the same,
15. Umbreit, M. and | Availability & Purposive 2,799 victims & 2,659 Records. High levels of client satisfaction: 79% offenders

R. Coates, (1992).
Location:
Albuquerque, NM;
Minneapolis, MN;
Oakiand, CA; and
Austin, TX.

samples

Two comparison groups.
Pre & post intervention
measures

offenders referred; avg. age-
15; gender-86% male;
Caucasian-54%; most frequent
offense-burglary

Pre-interviews by
telephone; post
interviews in
person.
Observations.

and 87% victims.

VOM offenders more likely (81%) to complete
agreements than similar youth in program without
mediation (58%).

Both offenders and victims expressed importance
of meeting with the other sharing pain, hearing
stories, etc.




16. Warmner, S.

Availability sample. 175 referrals from Oct. 89- Record data 33% of cases accepted sent back primarily because
(1992). Randomly assigned Feb.90. Interview or of victim.
Location: Glasgow comparison group. 87% accepted; 174 victims & questionnaires Out of 103 cases, 84 reached agreement.
and Edinburgh, Post-intervention measures. | 185 accused; 77% individual with 1/3 of Respondents highly satisfied.
Scotland. victims; 2/3 violence or victims and 22% | Few victims met face-to-face with accused and
criminal damage; avg. age of of offenders. most did not want to,
accused: 30.2 Observations of Mediation fair and just altemative to prosecution
decision-making | for minor offenders.
process.
17. Clarke, S., E. Availability & purposive Court record data: sample of Record data 58% of clusters received for mediation were
Valente, Jr., and R. sampling. eligible 1,421 clusters. Telephone mediated.

Mace (1992).
Location: three
counties in North
Carolina

Comparison counties.

Post-intervention measures.

Mediation program data set:
544 clusters sent to the three
mediation programs. Related
party misdemeanor cases.

interviews: 354
complainants
randomly
selected, 32
defendants.

Agreements were arrived at in over 90% of
mediated cases.

None of those reaching agreement went to trial.
In one county, Henderson, number of trials
resulting from these was reduced by 2/3.
Length of process increased in two of the three
counties.

18. Roy, S. (1993).

Location: Elkhart, IN
and Kalamazoo, M.

Random sample of
participants in each
program.
Post-measures.

Youth in face-to-face VOM
compared to youth in court-
based restitution program.

Over half involved felonies.

Record data: 218
youth
representing 50%
of those
participating in

No difference in rate of completion of restitution
contracts.
No difference in rate of recidivism,

both programs.

19. Galaway, B. Availability sample of six 1,455 offenders, 1,672 cases Record data, Reparation appropriate as sole sentence for
(1995). sites. involving monetary penalties, interviews, offenders with minor or no prior criminal history
Location: New 22 distrcit court judges, 341 survey who committed minor property offenses.
Zealand probation officers questionaires
20. Nugent, W, and Random sample of 125 VORP & 150 matched Records VORP offenders less likely to offend than non-
J. Paddock (1995). participants. from prior time period; all pled VORP: 19,8 vs.33.1; VORP offenders reoffenses
Location: Anderson Matched sample of time guilty to property offenses. were less severe than youth processed through
County, TN. period preceding. traditional approaches,

Post-measures. :
21. Roberts, T. Availability sample. 130 referrals; 39 total cases Personal or Involved showing victim and offender interviews
(1995). Pre & post-intervention accepted telephone to victim/offender counterparts before meeting,

Location: Langley,
British Columbia.

measures.

Violent offenders: 46% sexual
assault; 18% murder; 23%
armed robbery

Avg. time from sentence to
referral--3.7 years.

interviews: 22
offenders; 24
victims; 23 CJS.
Videos of some
interviews and 15

56% cases had met face-to-face by end of study.
Two VOM staff present & mediations last 3-5
hours.

Unanimous support of program from all
participants.

mediations

Record data
22, Umbreit, M. Purposive samples: 4,445 referred to mediation. Records 93% of face-to-face mediations led to agreements.
(1995). mediation & non-mediation. | 39% met face to face. Phone Victims participating in mediation were
Location: Langley, Post-intervention measures. | Offenders: 59% male, avg. Interviews: 323 significantly more likely to be satsified (78%) than
British Columbia; age - 33, 86% Caucasian victims & 287 than those who did not (48%). Offenders in
Calgary, Alberta; offenders. mediation also significantly more satisfied (74%)
Winnipeg, Manitoba; Observation: 24 than those not in mediation (53%). Mediation
Ottawa, Ontario. sessions contributes to an enhanced sense of justice.

Interviews with

staff & officials
23. Umbreit, M.and | Availability sample 70 victims and 53 offenders. Record data Majority of mediations were indirect — not face-
A. Roberts (1996). Post-intervention measures. | Groups: Phone and in to-face.

Location: Coventry
and Leeds, England.

direct mediation;
indirect mediation;
referred but did not participate.

person interviews
System officials
also interviewed

Those participating in mediation more likely to
express satisfaction and sense of faimess than
those not.

More benefits with face-to-face.

24, Flaten, C. (1996).

Purposive sample.

In-depth study of seven serious

Interviews with

Mediation can be helpful with very serious cases.

Location: Anchorage, | Post-intervention measures. | offense mediations including offenders, Six of seven victims believed mediation was
Alaska manslaughter. victims, victims successful.
advocates, Offender felt meeting victim personalized the
offender crime event.
counselors and Preparation key to success.
mediators.
25. Wynne, J. Availability and purposive For cases closed 1988-92: Record data 48% of referred cases result in direct or indirect
(1996). samples. Post-intervention Most offender male and 21 or mediation.
Location: Leeds, Eng. | measures. younger. Most frequent Two cohorts followed for reconviction: 85-87
offenses: burglary & theft, 75% no conviction after one year; 89 78% no
conviction after one year.
26. Niemeyer, M. Availability sample and 35% of juvenile cases referred | Record data. Over seventy percent of all victims and offenders
and D. Shichor systematic random sample graffititagging; 24% serious Questionnaire chose face-to-face mediation.
(1996). Location: for recidivism comparisons. | personal; 16% serious property Victims refusing — not important enough to
Orange County, CA. Post-intervention measures. warrant participation.
Agreements reached in 99% of mediated cases.
Recidivism results: mixed
27. Winnimaki, L Random sample of 203 VORP & 217 matched Records VORP offenders less likely to offend than non-

(1997) Location: An-

derson, Putnam,
Cum-berland
Counties, TN.

participants. Matched
sample of time period
preceding.
Post-measures.

sample from prior time period;
all pled guilty to property
offenses.

VORP: 38.4% reduction associated with VORP
participation..

28. Umbreit, M. and

Purposive sample.

Minneapolis: 89 victims in

Record data.

Victims in juvenile program more likely to feel




W. Bradshaw (1997). | Post-intervention measures. | juvenile VOM program. Face-to-face that mediation helped them participate in the

Location: Winnipeg;: 92 victims in aduit interviews, justice system than victims in adult programs,

Minneapolis, MN and VOM program. Both groups very satisfied with mediation,

Winnipeg, Manitoba. Victims of adults more fearful that offender will
reoffend.

29. Carr, C. (1998). Availability and purposive 632 juvenile referrals; 279 Record data Post- | Offenders, parents and victims highly satisfied

Location: Los samples. mediations from July of 1997 medn. interv: with mediation results and felt mediators were

Angeles County, CA.

Post-intervention measures.

to July of 1998,

off-138; parent-
135; vic-133.3
month follow up
interv: 51 youth;
49
parents/guardians

fair.

Nearly all were pleased they chose to take part and
would recommend the program to others.

A minimum six month follow-up indicated 89%
had not recidivated.

30. Roberts, L.
(1998). Location:
Tucson, AZ.

Auvailability sample.

Post-intervention measures.

483 juvenile referrals FY 96 &
97. Mediations: 196.
Agreements: 189.

Record data
Phone
interviews: 53
offenders
??victims

Nearly 90% of offenders and victims felt it was
helpful to meet the other party.

Nearly all participants felt the mediator was fair to
all parties.

79% did not recidivate within year following
mediation.

31. Umbreit, M. and Nationwide survey, 289 VOM programs Phone interviews | Who refers? 29% probation; 23% judges; 15%
Greenwood, J.(1999). | Availability sample 116 interviewed prosecutors. Offense frequency: vandalism, minor
Location: United 43% private assaults, thefls, burglaries. Mediation occurs: 34%
States 23% church-based as diversion, 56% post-adjudication. 81% of

16% probation programs work with juvenile cases,
32. Stone, S., W. Availability sample; 799 court based mediated Court record No difference in return to court rates between
Helms, and P. matched comparison cases 93-96; comparison 1,045 | data. mediated and non-mediated youth. Mediated cases
Edgeworth (1998). sample. from 90-92. required 1/3 the time to process. 75% of the
Location: Cobb Post-intervention measures. | Mediation sample: Avg. age - returns to court involved violation of conditions of
County Juvenile 13.9; 71% male, 72% white; mediated agreements. More experienced mediators
Court, Georgia avg. prior court contact .16, tended to get better results.
33. Bradshaw, W. See # 15 for design and Secondary Stepwise multiple regressions shows feeling good
and Umbreit, M. sample descriptions. analysis. about mediator, believing restitution agreement
(1998). Location: fair, and having a strong desire to meet offender
Minnesota, explains much of victim satisfaction.
California, New
Mexico, Texas.
34. Umbreit, M., R. See #s 15,22,and 23 for Secondary Comparing victim-offender satisfaction rates
Coates and A. design and samples. analysis. across countries shows high levels of satisfaction.
Roberts (1998). Lowest level were found in England where the
Location: US, majority of case are processed with indirect
Canada, England. mediation.
35. Nugent, W., M. Reanalysis of recidivism Samples of juveniles VOM & Record Data Youth participating in VOM are significantly less
Umbreit, L. data from three studies. non-VOM in four Tennessee likely to recidivate than non-VOM youth: a 32%
Wiinamaki, and J. counties, Minneapolis, reduction. VOM youth who recidivate do so at
Paddock (1999). Albuquerque, Austin significantly less serious level than do comparable
Location:US and Oakland. Total sample of non-VOM youth.

1,298 juveniles.

36. Fercello, C. and
Umbreit, M. (1999).

Availability sample.

Post-intervention measures.

33 juvenile offenders
37 crime victims

Phone interviews

High level of satisfaction with the victim offender
meeting process and outcomes.

37. Umbreit, M. and | See # 22 for design and Secondary Regression analysis suggests that feeling good

W. Bradshaw (1999). | samples. analysis. about mediator, sense of fairness of restitution

Location: Winnipeg, agreement, and desire to meet offender explain

Manitoba. much of victim satisfaction,

38. Umbreit, M., W. | Purposive selection. Post 2 case studies resulting from in person Description of process of mediation/dialogue with

Bradshaw, and R. intervention data. mediation with survivors of interviews; video | participants in two murder cases. Participants

Coates (1999). vio-lent crime & tapes of expressed various reasons for being very satisfied

Location: US offender/inmate. meetings. with process.

39. Umbreit, M. and | Purposive selection. Post 2 case studies resulting from Inperson Description of process of mediation/dialogue with

K. Brown (1999). intervention data, mediation with survivors of interviews. participants in violent cases. Participants

Location: Ohio. vio-lent crime & expressed reasons for being very satisfied with
offender/inmate. process.

40. Umbreit, M. and Purposive selection. Post 2 case studies resulting from In person Description of process of mediation/dialogue with

Vos, Betty (2000) intervention data. mediation with survivors of interviews. participants in two death row cases. Participants

Location: Texas

capiital muder & inmate.

ex-pressed reasons for being very satisfied with
process
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Table 2

FAMILY GROUP CONFERENCING EMPIRICAL STUDIES
(Compiled by Mark S. Umbreit, Ph.D. and Robert B. Coates, Ph.D.)

AUTHOR,
DATE, LOCATION

DESIGN

SAMPLE

DATA

FINDINGS

1. Maxwell, G. and A.
Morris (1993). Location:
New Zealand

Post-intervention
measures.

Six month recidivism
follow-up.

All cases involving children
and youth for 3 mo. period
referred to FGC. Data
gathered on five sites; four
metro and one provincial.
Youth referred older, history
of previous offenses, and
committed more serious
offenses than those typically
diverted.

Observation of 162
conferences; Interviews:
Parents -176; Youth -157;
Victims -81.

Records,

86% resolved matter in one meeting,

70% of cases resulted in apology

55% work in the community

Avg. number of people attending--9

In only five percent of the cases was there no evid
accountability.

48% of those referred to FGC had reoffended with
There were numerous differences across sites.
Large numbers of children and youth were diverte
courts,

2. Moore, D and L.

Pre and post time periods

Cases for 19 mos. before

14 case studies

Increased number of youth cautioned by police.

Fosythe (no date, est. for nine month recidivism FGC is implemented and Interviews with conference | Did not result in net widening.

1995) Location: Wagga checks. cases for 27 mos. after. participants, Increased diversion from court.

Wagga, Australia. Post intervention Most frequent offenses: Records. Repprehension rates for court youth higher than Ft
measures. shoplifting Rates for the latter about the same as other diverte

3. Rise Working Papers 1- | Post intervention measures | Ehgible offenders randomly Observation of cases. Avg. length of FCG was 71 minutes.

4: A Series of Reports on with a control group. assigned to court or FGC. Interviews with offenders. FGC yielded more reintegrative shaming than cou

Research in Progress on
the Reinteprative Shaming
Experiments (RISE ) for
Restorative Community
Policing, (1997).
Location: Australia

111 young offenders up to
age 29; 437 "drink"drivers.
Young offenders offenses
range from shoplifting to
sexual assault. In most
instances "drink" drivers had
no specific "victim.”

Interviews with sub-sample
of victims.

more expressions of remorse and forgiveness.
Victims participating in conferences were ten time
to receive "repair” than court counterparts.

74% of FCG offenders felt outcome was fair comy
54% processed in courts,

77% of FCG offenders felt they expressed their vi
with 54% in the courts.

4. Umbreit, M and C.

Post intervention

Availability sample :

Self-administered seven

Offenders, parents and victims reported high leve)

Fercello, (1998). measures. offenders and victims item questionnaires at close | satisfaction with the process.
Location: Woodbury, MN, participating in Woodbury, of conference. On a ten point scale: the mean level of satisfactior
Minnesota Police Dept. participants was 7.96.
community conferenc-ing 82% of victims preferred conference to court--ove
programs for juveniles. offenders and parents agreed.
27 offenders; 20 parents of
offenders and 11 victims.
5. McCord, P and B. Random assignment of Eligibility: youth who had Surveys Typical police officers can be trained to coordinatc
Wachtel, (1998). eligibles control or not been though probation Observations consistent with due process and restorative justice
Location: Bethlehem, PA. treatment. Refusals system; no felony level Records 92% of participating offenders, victims and police

comprised another control
or comparison group.
Post-intervention
measures.

One year recidivism
checks.

crimes; no drugs or alcohol,
or sex offenses; include
simple assaults (no weapons
or serious injury) and thefis
and property crimes of a
misdemeanor summary
violation level.

would recommend conferencing to others.
Overall case processing of juvenile offenders was
unaffected.”

Preliminary recidivism checks:

Control: "property" 21%; "violent" 35%
Treatment Part. "property" 32%; "violent" 20%
Treatment Not part,"property”35%; "violent" 48%

6. Fercello, C. and M.
Umbreit (1998). Location:
1* Judicial District of
Minnesota.

Post intervention
measures.

(Pre intervention measures
were planned but were
obtained on about half of
the sample).

Availability sample of
eligibles. Eligibility: all
cases between 5-97 and 9-98
referred to FGCs with at least
one offender and one victim -
193.

Offenders were juveniles;
most common offense was
shoplifting -62%.

Post-conference telephone
interviews:

offenders-103

victims-105

support persons-130

High levels of satisfaction were reported. 93% of
94% of support persons and offenders were satisfi
Nearly all participants would recommend FGC to
100 support persons were present to "support" the
contrasted with 30 for victims.

LIST OF FAMILY GROUP CONFERENCING REFERENCES KEYED TO TABLE 2 NUMBERS

1. Maxwell, G. and A. Morris,(1993). Family, Victims and Culture: Youth Justice in New Zealand. Wellington, New Zealand: Social Policy
Agency and Institute of Criminology, Victoria University of Wellington.

2. Moore, D. and L. Forsythe, (no date, est. 1995). A New Approach To Juvenile Justice: An Evaluation ofFami]v Conferencing in Wagga
Wagga. Wagga Wagga, Australia: Centre for Rural Social Research.

3. Rise Working Papers 1-4: A Series of Reports on Research in Progress on the Reintegrative Shamimg Experiments (RISE) for Restorative

Community Policing, (1997). Institute of Advanced Studies, Australian National University.

4. Umbreit, M. and C. Fercello, (1998). "Family Group Conferencing Program Results in Client Satisfaction," Juvenile Justice Update,

(December/January).

5. McCold, P.and B. Wachtel, (1998). Restorative Policing Experiment: The Bethlehem Pennsylvania Police Family Group Conferencing
Project. Pipersville, PA: Community Service Foundation.




6. Fercello, C. and M. Umbreit, (1998). Client Evaluation of Family Group Conferencing in 12 Sites in 1% Judicial District of Minnesota. St.
Paul, MN: Center for Restorative Justice & Mediation.
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