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Abstract 
 

Introduction: Renewed efforts for controlling criminality in Sweden are demanded by 

the Swedish Government. Restorative justice conferences (RJC), in Sweden known as 

mediation, can be described as a meeting mediated by a trained facilitator in which the 

offender and the victim of a crime meets, sometimes together with their friends and 

family. RJC aims to promote the offender to take responsibility for his or her actions and 

repair the damage the victim has suffered. Research on RJC shows promising results in 

regard of reduced recidivism and increased victim benefits. No Swedish publication 

studying public opinion on RJC has been found. The theoretical framework of 

reintegrative shaming stated that a community that offer reintegration is essential for 

successful crime prevention. Aim: To measure the level of RJC support held by a Swedish 

community sample in regard of different offender and offence characteristics. Method: 

Participants were recruited at a Swedish authority located in nine different cities (n = 192) 

and surveyed using an online questionnaire. The questionnaire was based on two scales 

measuring benefits of restorative justice and support for participation in restorative justice 

derived from a previous study. Results: The respondents had an overall positive attitude 

toward RJC. No respondent demographic was associated with the total level of restorative 

justice support although differences were found when using age and gender as 

independent variables. Respondents were more positive of RJC for juvenile offenders and 

non-violent crime. Discussion: A discussion regarding the public support for RJC in 

relation to offender recidivism is provided established on reintegrative shaming and 

previous empirical evidence. Concluding arguments for RJC to be extended in a wider 

context in the Swedish penalty system are presented.  

 

Key words: public opinion, restorative justice conferences, mediation, 

reintegrative shaming, recidivism. 
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Introduction 

A demand for renewed efforts in dealing with criminality in Sweden is constantly 

proclaimed. Politicians in Scandinavia stated that public opinion must serve to guide the 

sanctions awarded by the courts (Balvig, Gunnlaugsson, Jerre, Tham & Kinnunen, 2015). 

Restorative justice conferences (RJC), also known as mediation and victim-offender-

mediation (VOM), have been shown to cause a highly cost-effective reduction in 

reoffending (Sherman, Strang, Barnes, et al., 2015; Strang, Sherman, Mayo-Wilson, 

Woods & Ariel, 2013). Being a relatively young field of research, the results examining 

RJC’s impact on victims and offenders reveals promising results. Although, longitudinal 

studies examining the long-term effect of RJC to assess its impact on reoffending is 

needed. In the theoretical framework reintegrative shaming, Braithwaite (1989) stated 

efficacy of crime control as relying on offender reintegration, which could be considered 

the basis of RJC. Further, Braithwaite (1989) stated that a community that offers 

reintegration is a condition of successful crime prevention. 

 

Restorative justice can be defined as a philosophical concept of different procedures of 

judicial practices (Braithwaite, 2002), whereas the offender is promoted to take 

responsibility for his or her actions and to repair the damage the victim has suffered. Other 

scholars have defined restorative justice as the practice where justice is an attempt to 

repair the harm a crime has inflicted a victim; contrary to judicial practices focusing on 

punishment of the offender (Sherman & Strang, 2012). One of the most common practices 

of restorative justice is RJC whereas a trained facilitator intermediates with offender, 

victim and their family and/or friends (Sherman, Strang, Mayo-Wilson, Woods & Ariel, 

2015). There is an extensive diversion of RJC, among them family group conferences, 

diversionary conferences and transformative justice. Diversionary conferences are 

described as an alternative to prosecution for both juvenile and adult offenders. 

 

Criminal Sanctions and Crime Prevention in Sweden 

Swedish Government Official Reports,1 (SOU 2012:34) stated that the content in criminal 

sanctions should be predominantly rehabilitative, aiming to reduce recidivism in the 

individual case. However, the judicial system must respect principles of proportionality, 

equality, consequence and predictability. Perceptions of feasibility and justice are 
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essential for implementing of criminal policies and achieving legitimacy – individuals 

whom encounter the judicial system must experience it as concern and just (SOU 

2012:34).  Due to reforms in the Swedish crime legislation, less attention has addressed 

the individual perspective on crime prevention; the crime itself has been central and 

respect for victims of crime have gained significance. Interest lies in adjudicate sanctions 

characterized of respect and humanity that best meet requirement of crime prevention 

based on the individuals’ personal situation. In November 2015, the Swedish Government 

Offices Justice Department,2 issued a mission to the Swedish National Council for Crime 

Prevention,3 (NCCP) to propose a national function for support- and coordination of 

crime prevention (NCCP, 2016; Swedish Government Offices Justice Department, 2015), 

declaring a demand for investments in crime prevention as not only a part of the judicial 

system, but for other actors as municipalities, companies and organizations. The Swedish 

Government Offices highlights importance of crime prevention implemented at a local 

level, compassed of the people whom comprehend the neighbourhood (SOU 2012:34). 

Stating that achievement of local crime prevention is dependent on knowledge of what 

works; good and credible alternative intervention strategies are fundamental to reduce 

imprisonment, and a continuous development and improvement of these alternatives are 

important. Strategies where the intervention can be adapted to the individual case are 

preferred.  

 

Restorative Justice in Sweden and International Comparisons 

A report from the National Board of Health and Welfare,4 (2012) in Sweden concluded 

that RJC has not been implemented to the extent initial intended. In Sweden, it is 

mandatory by law (Lag [2002:445] om medling med anledning av brott) that juvenile 

offenders should be offered to participate in RJC by their municipality. Emphasizing a 

demand of Swedish research and more empirical evidence to further development of RJC 

(National Board of Health and Welfare, 2012; NCCP, 2008). A juvenile delinquent is 

according to Swedish legislation defined as a person between 15 and 20 years of age that 

can be prosecuted for crimes (NCCP, 2015). No revised reports regarding the proportion 

of executed RJC’s in Sweden has been found, this possibly due to deficient national 

coordination on account of RJC being a municipal responsibility. 
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RJC is founded by government in Norway and Finland. Norway has an authority,5 for 

their practices and Finland coordinates RJC in county administrative board,6 (NCCP, 

2008). The Council of Europe,7 and the United Nations,8 has established 

recommendations and guidelines for RJC; USA, Canada, New Zealand and Australia are 

considered forerunners (NCCP, 2008). The British government considers RJC a central 

part in an innovation process of the criminal justice system; new offender rehabilitation 

methods are viewed as innovative, cost-effective procedures that reduce reoffending (Fox 

& Grimm, 2015). Australian jurisdiction requires young offenders to complete a legally 

binding conference agreement after the RJC, usually consisting of apologies, economical 

compensation or by doing unpaid work for the victim or society (Hayes, McGee, Punter 

& Cerruto, 2014).  

 

Reintegrative Shaming  

In his theoretical framework, Braithwaite (1989) stated that cultural commitments to 

shaming in reintegrative ways are essential to control crime. Shaming was considered a 

cause of crime if applied counterproductively in a stigmatizing manner. Braithwaite 

(1989) integrated different theoretical perspectives into a synthesized criminological 

theory called reintegrative shaming promoting both professionals and members of society 

to an active participation in reintegration of offenders through shaming. Criminals make 

choices about committing crime, joining of subcultures, adopting a deviant self-concept 

– but also choses how to respond to reintegration, depending on the societal pressures 

mediated by shaming. Societies with high moral expectations were considered superior 

to control crime compared to societies controlling deviant citizens through pain. The 

individual was considered shamed when exercising his own autonomy at the expense of 

the societal autonomy (Braithwaite, 1989).  

 

The theory of reintegrative shaming (Braithwaite, 1989) could be understood as a process 

whereas control theory brings young offenders to criminal subcultures. Stigmatization 

from societal members labeling the members of a subculture nurture deviant behaviour; 

learning theory occurs within the subculture, reinforcing behaviours desired within the 

subculture, thus explaining continued offending; and opportunity theory explains the 

existence of criminal subcultures. Braithwaite (1989) distinguished shaming as a social 
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processes of expressing disapproval and moralizing about the offenders’ deviant 

behaviour; sequentially followed by reintegrative shaming characterized by efforts to 

reintegrate the offender to the community of respectable citizens. Stigmatization occurs 

by disintegrative shaming in which no efforts of reintegration is made and the offender is 

regarded an outcast. A community with an empathic attitude toward offenders whereas 

the offender is confronted as a person rather than a criminal was argued as providing 

efficient crime control and inhibiting criminal subcultures (Braithwaite, 1989). 

Reintegrative shaming was argued as superior when providing social support and social 

control, minimizing the risk of pushing an offender to a criminal subculture.  

 

The theoretical constructs of reintegrative shaming are moderated by interdependency 

and communitarianism (Braithwaite, 1989). Interdependency was considered being 

approximately equivalent to the social bonding, attachment and commitment of control 

theory. Interdependency was conceptualized as an individual-level variable of attachment 

and commitments such as age, gender, intimate relationships (marriage), employment and 

educational and occupational aspirations.  Arguing individuals being in relationships of 

interdependency as more receptive to shaming. Communitarianism was described as a 

characteristic of societies in regard of urbanization and residential mobility. 

Interdependency was considered the foundation for societal communitarianism 

(Braithwaite, 1989). Communitarianism was summarized as: (1) collective 

interdependency characterized by (2) mutual obligation and trust, and (3) interpreted as a 

matter of group loyalty rather than individual convenience. Braithwaite (1989) argued 

communitarian societies as more potent of shaming than individualistic societies, with a 

greater ability to deliver reintegrative shaming in order to prevent reoffending. Urban 

communities were more likely of producing stigmatized values against former offenders, 

contrary to communitarian societies whereas shaming is characterized by more empathy. 

 

The factors of individual behaviour and societal behaviour underlying the construct of 

reintegrative shaming could be considered interactive (Braithwaite, 1989). Individual 

behaviour could be tested by using societal factors as living in large cities or residential 

mobility, likewise an individual-level variable like age could be considered a societal 

variable accounting for the percentage of the population at a certain age. Although 
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translated with caution due to the possible ecological fallacies when translating micro-

level variables directly to macro-level variables and vice-versa.  The interdependencies 

must be of a special symbolic significance for the populace in order to foster a 

communitarian society; consisting of attachments invoking personal obligation to others 

within a community of concern (Braithwaite, 1989).  

 

Highlighting the importance of reintegrative shaming in a wider societal context, 

Braithwaite (1989) intended to show that reintegrative shaming provided prediction of 

what crime control policies would work by studying interdependency and 

communitarianism. If the obtained results indicated reintegrative shaming as inoperable 

in a society, Braithwaite (1989) stated social structural constrains as possible to overcome 

by rigorous human agency to mobilize collective action. Sweden was considered a liberal 

corporatist society whereas individuals were able to work cooperatively to achieve 

common goals without constraining individualism. Most Western societies might be 

characterised by more individualism than communitarianism due to urbanization, 

industrialization and residential mobility (Braithwaite, 1989). Communitarianism was 

argued a societal characteristic critical in order to foster reintegrative shaming. Due to the 

lower level of social control found in modern urban societies, a lower level of 

reintegrative attitude would be found in individualistic societies (Braithwaite, 1989). 

Considering the factors underlying interdependency, an individual could be both 

receptive of reintegrative shaming and more potent of delivering reintegrative shaming 

when in relationship of interdependency.  When translating these factors to a 

measurement of societal interdependency, a community could be hypothesized as more 

potent of delivering reintegrative shaming due to the collective high moral expectations 

(Braithwaite, 1989).  

 

In his later work, Braithwaite (2002) concluded that restorative justice can restore victims, 

offenders and communities, considering reintegrative shaming (Braithwaite, 1989) as one 

of several theories possible to explain why restorative justice work. Reintegrative 

shaming was evaluated by conducting research using test-retest methodology measuring 

level of compliance with the law in Australian nursing homes. By comparing different 

interaction styles used by independent inspectors, with follow-up inspections conducted 
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two years later, results showed that compliance with the law was improved and 

significantly higher in homes assessed by an inspector with a reintegrative shaming 

philosophy. Braithwaite (2002) acknowledged that reintegrative shaming theory needs 

some adjustments, but that the theory still can serve as a foundation for research and 

development on restorative justice. Braithwaite’s (1989) theory of reintegrative shaming 

was considered one of the criminological theories explaining RJC’s impact on repeat 

offending – a predicament often questioned by policy makers (Sherman & Strang, 2012). 

Concluding that RJC is the most evidence-based strategy in corrections and that 

implementation of RJC will work in the same setting in which it has shown to be 

successful. Considering general deterrence, RJC could reduce the crime rates in a 

community if increasing certainty and speed of sanctioning, even if the severity could be 

less than conventional sentencing such as prison. Sherman and Strang (2012) stated that 

the public’s perception of RJC as just and legitimate could satisfy the general deterrence 

doctrine, thus allowing an extensive implementation of RJC in the penalty system.  

 

Empirical Evidence 

RJC’s impact on victims. 

Several studies have examined the victim benefits of participation in RJC (Sherman, 

Strang, Barnes, et al., 2015; Sherman, Strang, Mayo-Wilson, et al., 2015; Strang et al., 

2013). NCCP published reports regarding trial evaluations of RJC (NCCP, 1999), 

victims’ perception of RJC (NCCP, 2000) and RJC in Sweden during the 21th century 

(NCCP, 2005). Results showed that victims of crime are willingly to attend RJC and that 

the conferences were beneficial for coping with emotional consequences ascended from 

crime (NCCP, 2000). Victims perceived RJC as a unique part of societal crime 

prevention, especially concerning juvenile offenders. A foundation of reintegrative 

shaming (Braithwaite, 1989) was the interaction of offender apology and victim 

forgiveness, and the apology has been associated with victim satisfaction throughout the 

judicial process (Kuo, Longmire & Cuvelier, 2010; Soria Verde, Berger, Yepes-Baldó, 

Ortiz & Lovelle, 2014; Van Camp & Wemmers, 2013). RJC provided victims an 

opportunity to understand their victimization and seek restoration (Dhami & Joy, 2007).  
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RJC and offender recidivism. 

Previous reviews concluded that RJC reduces the economical costs and recidivism rates 

related to offending (Sherman et al., 2015a; Sherman et al., 2015b; Strang et al., 2013). 

Consistent with the theoretical framework of reintegrative shaming (Braithwaite, 1989), 

Trzcinski and Allen (2011) stated that a more humane view on justice, such as restorative 

justice could be associated with lower recidivism. Also, Andrews and Bonta (2010) stated 

that renewed efforts and expansion of humane treatment programs are needed as an option 

for crime control and reoffending. RJC provided an opportunity for offenders to take 

responsibility for their behaviour, repair harm and labour in order to prevent reoffending 

(Dhami & Joy, 2007). Different kinds of RJC have been associated with lower recidivism 

rates among juvenile offenders (Bergseth & Bouffard, 2012; Hayes et al., 2014; Hipple, 

Gruenewald & McGarrell, 2015; Sehlin, 2009) and adult offenders (Kou et al., 2010; 

Hipple et al., 2015; Murphy & Helmer, 2013; Ray, Dollar & Thames, 2011) regarding 

violent crime and non-violent crime. Braithwaite (1989) stated that the theory of 

reintegrative shaming would not be able to explain variance of criminal behaviour. 

Reintegrative shaming could however, be applicable to different offenders such as 

juvenile delinquents, street offenders and business executives. There were several 

definitions of violent crime in the presented studies, however often conceptualized as 

physical abuse, which in Sweden is regulated in the Penal Code (Lag [1998:393] om 

misshandel). Non-violent crime was measured as theft, burglary and vandalism in several 

studies, which in Sweden would be regulated in the Penal Code (8 section; 12 section). 

 

Juvenile offenders whom reported abstinence from offending after the RJC stated their 

conference agreement helped them learn and to stay out of trouble after their conference 

(Hayes et al., 2014). Juvenile offenders experienced positive feelings toward the judicial 

process when participating in RJC (Barnes, Hyatt, Angel, Strang & Sherman, 2015; 

Hayes et al., 2014; Kim & Gerber, 2012), and the RJC itself provided satisfaction (Soria 

Verde et al., 2014). Again, reintegrative shaming (Braithwaite, 1989) could highlight the 

process of apology and forgiveness as beneficial. Hipple et al. (2015) examined the long-

term effect of RJC among juvenile offenders, and concluded that juveniles who 

committed a violent offence and attended a RJC had a 71% probability of long-time 

failure; juveniles that committed a non-violent offence and attended RJC had a 54% 
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probability of long-time failure. This in comparison to violent juvenile offenders 

attending a non-restorative conference with a 99% probability of long-time failure; and 

non-violent juvenile offenders attending a non-restorative conference with a 98% 

probability of long-time failure (Hipple et al., 2015). A Swedish study by Sehlin (2009) 

concluded the risk of reoffending was twice as high among juvenile offenders whom did 

not participate in RJC in comparison to juvenile offenders whom participated in RJC. 

There were also significant associations between participation in RJC and lower 

recidivism for different offences (i.e. crime against life and health, crime against liberty 

and peace, crimes of stealing, crimes inflicting damage). 

 

A societal perspective on RJC and imposed penalty. 

A judicial process characterized by empathic and therapeutic approaches was considered 

a legitimate aim of criminal justice (King, Freiberg, Batagol & Hyams, 2014). Civic 

engagement and participation in RJC was argued as potential of providing bonding social 

capital and form a reintegrative response (Rossner & Bruce, 2016). One of the biggest 

challenges of individual-centered communitarianism was that the community 

representatives needed to be able to focus on the affected individual parties (i.e. victim 

and offender) whilst representing community interests (Rossner & Bruce, 2016). Properly 

trained community members with restorative values were essential to ensure effective 

implementation of RJC in criminal justice. RJC gave the community an opportunity to 

support victims, reintegrate offenders and reinforce community values (Beck, 2012; 

Dhami & Joy, 2007; Dzur & Olson, 2004; Gerkin, 2012). Community involvement was 

necessary to sustain the practice of restorative justice and reduce crime (Chapman, 2012; 

Gerkin, 2012). 

 

Research on restorative justice partially has ignored the public’s perception on restorative 

justice as a part of judicial practices (Dzur, 2011). Knowledge of the publics’ sense of 

justice is important for legitimising policy implications (Balvig et al., 2015; Chapman, 

2012; Jerre, 2014; Piquero & Steinberg, 2010) and public opinion surveys have been 

identified as an essential function for efficient policy implementation (Toch & Maguire, 

2014). Nordic criminologists have observed hardened punitive public attitudes (Green, 
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2009). Findings from a Scandinavian study concluded public perceptions of sanctions as 

complex; considering manifestation of justice, victim benefits and prevent recidivism 

through rehabilitation (Balvig et al., 2015). The public preferred short prison sentences 

with an alternative prosecution to a greater extent than long prison sentences as the only 

sanction (Jerre, 2014), consistent with findings revealing public support for mitigating 

sentences when considering case-contextual variables (Balvig et al., 2015; Roberts & 

Hough, 2011). Contrary, Keijser and Elffers (2009) found the Dutch public promoting 

harsher sentences than judges, enhancing the publics’ perception of justice as a complex 

matter, although the could be due to methodological differences.  

 
Attitudes promoting acceptance of restorative justice is essential for strengthening the 

legitimacy of restorative justice in the community (Dzur, 2011; Huang, Braithwaite, 

Tsutomi, Hosoi & Braithwaite, 2012; Put, Vanfraechem & Walgrave, 2012), and 

legislation accepted by the community might be a first step towards restorative justice as 

an alternative treatment approach (Put et al., 2012). Promoting restorative justice as 

efficient for crime prevention might be inoperable in communities with more punitive 

attitudes (Huang et al., 2012). Research on public attitudes regarding treatment intended 

to reduce recidivism among offenders is needed (Green, 2009; Maguire & Johnson, 2015) 

and the evidence on public opinion could subsequently be used as a part in development 

of adequate treatment programs (Trzcinski & Allen, 2011). Studying perceived 

importance of judicial practices and its association with punitive justice believes could 

predict future participation in RJC (Paul, 2015). In order to reduce recidivism, consistent 

support for restorative principles is important for effective implementation of RJC (Dzur, 

2011; Paterson & Camp, 2012; Souza & Dhami, 2008). The publics view on alternative 

rehabilitative sanctions in relation to incarceration emerged as a highly relevant topic 

(Jerre, 2014; Piquero & Steinberg, 2010) and distinguishing public attitudes toward case-

contextual variables like juvenile versus adult offenders and crime severity was an 

implication of future research (Maguire & Johnson, 2015; Paul, 2015; Trzcinski & Allen, 

2011). 
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Relevance of This Thesis 

One challenge facing restorative justice is getting the community to participate (Dhami 

& Joy, 2007; Gerkin, 2012; Souza & Dhami, 2008). Restorative aspects of justice, such 

as forgiveness, support for participants and reintegration was unlikely without the 

community (Gerkin, 2012). Public opinion surveys on RJC might provide important 

implications for allocating resources, justifying of crime legislation and policies, provide 

victim and offender treatment and to assess whether RJC might be an important 

progressive factor for reducing recidivism. No Swedish publication studying public 

opinion on RJC has been found, although several studies on imposed penalty have been 

executed (Balvig et al., 2015; Jerre, 2013; Jerre, 2014) in Sweden. As previously stated, 

a Swedish dissertation has been conducted examining the crime preventive effect of RJC 

among juvenile offenders (Sehlin, 2009). Previous Swedish thesis have examined 

offenders, victims and mediators view of RJC (Avermark, 2014; Eriksson, 2012; Heen, 

2007; Johannesson, 2009; Lindgren, n.d.; Rypi, 2015; Wrede, 2010; Zeinab, 2015), the 

crime preventive effect of RJC (Bergman, 2010; Hallengren, 2009; Zeinab, 2015), the 

presumptions and limitations of RJC being implemented in Swedish municipalities 

(Bäckman, 2010; Eriksson & Gustavsson, 2012) and evaluated the relevance of RJC as 

an independent sanction in the Swedish penalty system (Lindkvist, 2015). Highlighting 

absence of an important factor in restorative justice vital to study. Technical reports have 

found overall community support for restorative justice in the UK and New Zealand 

(NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research, 2012; Prison Reform Trust, 2011). 

Arguments for the relevance for the public attitudes regarding case-contextual variables 

emerges as important to study in criminology, particularly when viewing restorative 

justice as a part of crime management and treatment in the individual case. Hence, this 

study is set out to provide an observation of the collective support for RJC regarding 

different offender and offence characteristics. 

 

Research question and objective. 

This study aimed to examine whether RJC was being viewed as a legitimate strategy for 

preventing crime; the research question underlying this thesis was: is there a collective 

support for RJC? Thus, this thesis aimed to measure the level of RJC support held by a 
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Swedish community sample. More specifically by answering the following attendant 

questions: 

 Were any respondents’ demographics associated with level of RJC support and 

was the association different when exploring age and/or gender?  

 Were there differences in collective support for RJC regarding violent or non-

violent crime? 

 Were there differences in collective support for RJC when considering the 

offender being either juvenile or adult?  

 

Method 

Research Design 

This study had a cross-sectional design, assessed as the most appropriate to answer the 

study’s research question, hence providing a measurement of level of RJC support at one 

specific point in time. This study was a non-experiment and therefore none of the 

measured variables were controlled through randomization or manipulation (Pagano, 

2013). A quantitative method was assessed as the most appropriate to answer the aim of 

the study; this due to the quantitative methods capacity to explore or estimate the 

occurrence of a variable in a sample and to access more respondents (Davies & Hughes, 

2014; Ejlertsson, 2014). A mixed method approach was considered to ensure exhaustive 

data (Davies & Hughes, 2014), but excluded due to practical resources and its impact on 

the chosen measures (Fitzgerald & Fitzgerald, 2014). Quantitative methods have been 

used to measure perceptions or opinion toward restorative justice in previous research, 

making it applicable in this study as well.  

 

Population Characteristics 

Statistics regarding population demographics was generated by Statistics Sweden’s 

website, divided by gender and the Nomenclature des Unités Territoriales Statistiques 

classification in Sweden (NUTS; Statistics Sweden [SCB], 2008). Eastern Sweden had a 

total of 3 870 264 registered citizens, 1 931 435 males and 1 938 829 female; Southern 

Sweden had 4 257 622 registered citizens, 2 130 832 male and 2 126 790 female; Northern 
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Sweden had 1 723 131 registered citizens 868 699 male and 854 432 female during 2015. 

The mean age of Swedish citizens was 41.2 years during 2015, the mean age for males 

were 40.3 and female were 42.2. According to a report from the Swedish Agency for 

Administrative Development (2015),9 the public sector had 1 289 000 employees year 

2013, 75% having a post-secondary education, 16% having a foreign background. 

Approximately 245 000 were employed at a Swedish authority. Swedish authorities was 

the sector with the most equal gender representation; the majority consisting of 51% 

female employees 2013. When considering age, the mean age of Swedish authority 

employees are 44 years, with approximately 6 000 employees being 24 years old or 

younger, and 9 000 employees being 65 years or older (Swedish Agency for 

Administrative Development, 2015). Hence, employees at Swedish authorities were 

considered a suitable community sample in this study. 

 

Sampling Procedures 

This study used a convenience sampling commonly characterized for reaching respondent 

where the researcher most easily can collect material (Davies & Hughes, 2014; Fitzgerald 

& Fitzgerald, 2014). Meaning that the author did not have control over which subject who 

fell into the sample, possible limiting this study by not knowing to which extent the 

collected data is reflecting the total population. A convenience sample can also entail 

difficulties in defining the study population. However, a convenience sample is a 

sampling methodology commonly used in research and considered valid as long as the 

researcher is aware of the non-probability samplings limitations (Davies & Hughes, 2014; 

Fitzgerald & Fitzgerald, 2014).  

 

Respondent characteristics. 
Participants were recruited at a Swedish authority assessed as appropriate due to the 

authority having offices spread across Sweden accessible to the author. Respondents’ 

demographic characteristics are provided in Table 1. Initial contact was established with 

a gatekeeper to assess whether it would be possible to distribute a questionnaire to the 

authority’s administrative officials (case workers). Further contacts were established with 

executives via e-mail and telephone at the different offices in order to recruit participants. 

Nine offices accepted the questionnaire being distributed among their employees (N = 
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493). Two offices, with 97 employees in total, denied participation due to heavy 

workload. Employees at different departments such as human resources, directorate and 

legal department were excluded since the case workers were assessed as the employee 

group being most suitable representing the general public in Sweden. The authority had 

approximately 900 employees in total during the period of data collection. Information 

regarding executives contact information and number of employees at each office was 

obtained from the authority’s administrative department. The total amount of obtained 

responses in the study was 192, making the response frequency 38.9%; with no missing 

values due to compulsory questions. Notable, the author did not have any information 

about how many employees that were actually at work when the questionnaire was 

distributed, thus the estimated response frequency could possibly be slightly higher if 

excluding employees at leave. The first distribution of the questionnaire the 3rd of March 

yielded 140 responses; therefore at least one reminder was assessed as necessary. The 

reminder was sent out the 9th of March with information about the last date to participate 

being the 15th of March. One reminder was assessed as sufficient due to the questionnaire 

being distributed at a workplace; respondents who wanted to – and had the time to 

participate was assessed as likely to already having contributed. Two respondents 

contacted the author after the initial reminder to inform that they had already participated, 

even though information regarding the e-mail being a reminder was provided. Two 

reminders are commonly used in research (Davies & Hughes, 2013; Ejlertsson, 2014). 

Nevertheless, a second reminder was assessed as possibly affecting the safety of the 

questionnaire, since the respondents were instructed to only answer the questionnaire at 

one time. Safety implications such as a 

  

Table 1 

Demographic Characteristics of Respondents 

Variable n (%) 

Gender  

   Male 62 (32.3) 

   Female 127 (66.1) 

   Identifying neither as female or male 3 (1.6) 

Age group  

   31 years or younger 32 (16.9) 
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   32 - 38 years 34 (18.0) 

   39 - 43 years 37 (19.6) 

   44 - 49 years 28 (14.8) 

   50 - 54 years 27 (14.3) 

   55 years or older 31 (16.4) 

Highest level of education  

   Elementary school 2 (1) 

   High school 81 (42.2) 

   College or university 101 (52.6) 

   Other 8 (4.2) 

Geographic location  

   Eastern Sweden 63 (32.8) 

      Eskilstuna 27 (14.1) 

      Linköping 22 (11.5) 

      Stockholm 14 (7.3) 

   Southern Sweden 46 (24.0) 

      Kalmar 15 (7.8) 

      Lund 16 (8.3) 

      Visby 15 (7.8) 

   Northern Sweden 83 (43.2) 

      Gävle 9 (4.7) 

      Kiruna 45 (23.4) 

      Sundsvall 29 (15.1) 

Note. n = 192. Totals of percentages are not 100 for every characteristic because of 

rounding. 

 

respondent answering the questionnaire several times was considered unlikely due to data 

collection being conducted at working hours. When comparing response rates at the 

different geographic locations, one emerged as distinctly higher. The author’s personal 

connections to the city could explain the higher rate of participation, thus making 

respondents more motivated to participate (Ejlertsson, 2014). During the period of data 

collection, the mean age of male respondents (n = 62) were 41.92 years (SD = 9.84; Range 

= 26-63 years) and female respondents (n = 127) were 43.8 years (SD = 10.77; Range = 

22-65 years). The mean age of respondents identifying neither as male or female (n = 3) 
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was 47.33 years (SD = .58; Range = 47-48 years). There was no significant difference in 

age when comparing male and female respondents (t (187) = -1.161, p = .247). 

Respondents identifying neither as male or female were excluded from further analysis 

due to the number of cases being insufficient.  

 

Ethical considerations. 
The main ethical criteria for humanities and social sciences established by the Swedish 

Research Council (2011),10 were considered met. This ethical criterion involves 

individual protection and can be conceptualized through information-, consent-, 

confidentiality-, and utilize requirements. Respondents were given information about the 

study’s objective and collected material being used as a foundation in a bachelor thesis 

only. By providing the respondents with a letter of information about the study and its 

general purpose, they were given enough information to consider participation without 

biasing responses, thus the information requirement was considered met. Confidentiality 

was guaranteed, meaning that no one except the author would be able to identify a 

participant (Swedish Research Council, 2011) and that the respondents’ personal 

information was not to be distributed to a third party. Respondents were also given 

information about their participation being voluntarily and that they could decide not to 

participate until their answer had been submitted. Further, respondents were given 

information about not having the opportunity to withdraw their participation. Hence, a 

submitted response was considered as consent for participation. Due to the questionnaire 

being distributed online no personal questions about previous victimization and other 

sensitive issues was considered as independent variables (Ejlertsson, 2014). A telephone 

number to Victim Support Sweden,11 was attached in the letter of information since 

criminality and criminology could be perceived as a sensitive subject for some 

respondents. Further, some of the executives at the authority wanted to see a draft of the 

questionnaire before accepting collaboration, in order to ensure that the questionnaire was 

appropriate to answer at a work place. 

 

Measures 

Data collection was carried out using an online questionnaire designed in Google Forms. 

The letter of information (see Appendix A) was followed by the questionnaire (see 
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Appendix B) that consisted of seven pages, with and the last being a confirmation of their 

participation. An online survey was assessed as the most appropriate for the data 

collection in this study, this due to limited economical resources, improved time 

management and capacity to distribute the questionnaire to several geographic locations 

(Ejlertsson, 2014). Online questionnaires have been associated with lower response rates 

compared to postal- or telephone questionnaires (Ejlertsson, 2014). Since the 

questionnaire for this study was distributed via the internal e-mail at a work place, the 

response frequency was expected to be sufficient. The total amount of responses in this 

study was 192. 

 

Pilot testing was conducted on a group resembling the respondents (Davies & Hughes, 

2013). Ten individuals not familiar with restorative justice or RJC and criminology 

participated in the pilot test to assure that the respondents were given accurate conditions 

to answer the questionnaire. The objective description of RJC proved to be difficult to 

phrase without exposing the empirical findings of restorative justice or RJC to the pilot-

respondents. Further development and testing resulted in a description of RJC that the 

pilot-respondents felt comfortable with. Thus, an accurate amount of information was 

given to avoid biased responses. On the first page, respondents were asked to answer 

questions about their personal information for the independent variables. The following 

four pages consisted of close-ended questions measured with two 5-point Likert-scales 

derived from a previous study by Huang et al. (2012). Before answering the questions of 

the scales, the respondents were given a brief and objective description of RJC based on 

a definition from a Campbell systematic review (Strang et al., 2013), coherent with the 

methodology used by Huang et al. (2012). Objective statements and words like: “aim to 

provide improved crime prevention”, and “repair harm caused victim and society” was 

used to enlighten the societal perspective of RJC; encouraging respondents to reflect on 

the community factor associated with crime prevention rather than simply focusing on 

the victim and offender perspective. The scales were translated to Swedish and pilot-

tested to resemblance the original scales and assure that respondents were given enough 

information in the description to be able to answer the scales. A definition of juvenile 

offenders was provided in the letter of information. Violent crime was exemplified as 

physical abuse, non-violent crime was exemplified as theft. 
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Independent variables. 

Independent variables was conceptualized and operationalized by using nominal 

measurements for: (i) Gender, (ii) Geographic Location, and (iii) Highest Level of 

Education. The independent variable: (iv) Age, was conceptualized by asking the 

respondents to report their age in numbers. Further operationalization of the independent 

variables was conducted by collapsing categories for (ii) Geographic Location and (iii) 

Highest Level of Education as described by Pallant (2013). Geographic location was 

collapsed using the NUTS classification in Sweden (SCB, 2008). NUTS 1 was assessed 

as the most appropriate for approximately normally distributed data after running a 

descriptive analysis of the sample. Thus, the respondents’ geographic location was 

grouped into: (a) Eastern Sweden, (b) Southern Sweden, and (c) Northern Sweden. Two 

of the possible answers for highest level of education (i.e. elementary school and other) 

were collapsed due to the number of responses being insufficient for individual analysis. 

Operationalizing of: (iv) Age, was conducted by collapsing the continuous measurement 

into groups according to Pallant (2013). IBM Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

version 22 (SPSS) visual binning was used to identify five suitable cut-off points and a 

new categorical variable was created: Age group: (a) 31 years or younger, (b) 32 – 38 

years, (c) 39 – 43 years, (d) 44 – 49 years, (e) 50 – 54 years, (f) 55 years or older. 

Collapsing the variable into six groups using equal percentiles based on scanned cases 

was assessed as the most appropriate for approximately normal distributed data, since 

roughly equal group sizes is considered important for some statistical procedures (Pallant, 

2013).  

 

Dependent variables. 

The conceptual definitions of the dependent variables included a representation of the 

subject of interest, that is positive attitudes toward RJC for different offender and offence 

characteristics. The operational definition of positive attitudes for restorative justice was 

replicated from a previous study by Huang et al. (2012), using two scales measuring 

benefits of restorative justice (BRJ; alpha coefficient = 0.81) and support for participation 

in restorative justice (SPRJ; alpha coefficient = 0.77). The items measured in the BRJ 
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scale were: (1) this meeting will be beneficial to community residents; (2) this meeting 

will be beneficial to victims; and (3) this meeting will be beneficial to offenders. The 

items measured in the SPRJ scale were: (1) if you were a community resident do you 

think that you would take part in such a meeting?; (2) if you were the victim of an offence 

do you think that you would take part in such a meeting?;  (3) if you were the offender in 

an offence do you think that you would take part in such a meeting?; (4) community 

residents should definitely participate in this meeting; and (5) the use of these kinds of 

meeting should be formalized. Other scales and measurements previously used in 

technical reports were considered (NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research, 2012; 

Prison Reform Trust, 2011). However, the scales used by Huang et al. (2012) was 

assessed the most appropriate to answer the aim of the thesis. Both of the scales were 

scored such as a high number indicated more of, or a more favourable attitude to, the 

characteristic being measured. The scales were constructed and used by Huang et al. 

(2012) as interval-level measurements although no exact measurement of the equidistance 

in the scales was provided (Fitzgerald & Fitzgerald, 2014).  

 

Offender and offence characteristics was operationalized by asking the respondents to 

answer the two scales in regard to: (i) juvenile offenders sentenced to violent crime, (ii) 

juvenile offenders sentenced to non-violent crime, (iii) adult offenders sentenced for 

violent crime, and (iv) adult offenders sentenced for non-violent crime. The items 

measured in the questionnaire were computed into the two scales in SPSS according 

generic procedure described by Pallant (2013). Variables regarding specific offenders and 

offences were created for the two scales by computing the case-contextual variables, for 

example, juvenile violent crime and juvenile non-violent crime was computed into the 

new variable juvenile offender. Accordingly, juvenile violent crime and adult violent 

crime was computed into the new variable violent crime. Further collapsing was 

conducted by computing the original variables total scores for both scales; two variables 

measuring total BRJ and total SPRJ was obtained. 

 

Validity. 

Being a non-experimental study the internal validity of the study could be affected by 

spurious relationships between the variables (Borg & Westerlund, 2006; Fitzgerald & 
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Fitzgerald, 2014). Some of the independent variables being measured were therefore used 

as control variables to assess the main- and interaction effect. Arguments for causal 

inference of the variables are limited due to the study design being non-longitudinal (Borg 

& Westerlund, 2006; Fitzgerald & Fitzgerald, 2014). External validity in this study is 

however strengthened by the scales reliability being approximately equivalent (Table 2) 

when used in relationship to different offender and offence characteristics. Further, 

Huang et al. (2012) concluded that the scales provided accurate measurements for the 

dependent variables in two countries with different cultures (i.e. Australia and Japan), 

providing arguments considering the external validity of the used scales. Since this study 

aimed to measure demographic impact and the level of RJC support, scales measuring 

positive attitudes for restorative justice were chosen rather than using measures of 

punitiveness. When designing the questionnaire statements form a previous report by 

Jerre (2014) was considered, indicating that too complex questions or vignettes might 

assess the respondents’ ability to reason rather than to measure opinion; making the 

survey questions in this thesis short and brief. The questions were formulated in order to 

simplify the respondents’ answer by using the same order and structure on all questions. 

All offender and offence characteristics were measured with the same scales to ensure 

standardization (Ejlertsson, 2014).  

 

Reliability. 

The reliability of a scale can differ depending on the sample being measured; therefore 

the scales internal consistency was evaluated by using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient 

(Pallant, 2013) and presented in Table 2. Scales having a small number of items (e.g. less 

than ten) can be difficult to obtain decent Cronbach alpha value (i.e. less than .7). Three 

items measured BRJ; five items measured SPRJ. In this study, the Cronbach alpha 

coefficient was higher than .7 at all measures except one (i.e. BRJ for juvenile violent 

crime). The two scales internal consistency was evaluated by using the specific case-

contextual measurements in the current study. Thus, the reliability was assessed as 

sufficient for both scales. 

 
Table 2 
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Internal Consistency for the Two Scales in Relation to the Different Case-Contextual 

Variables 

Scale Offender and offence α 

Benefits of restorative justice (BRJ) Juvenile violent crime .649 

 Juvenile non-violent crime .770 

 Adult violent crime .786 

 Adult non-violent crime .835 

Support for participation in Juvenile violent crime .732 

restorative justice (SPRJ) Juvenile non-violent crime .796 

 Adult violent crime .776 

 Adult non-violent crime .803 

Note. α = Cronbach’s alpha. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient obtained by Huang et al. 

(2012) was 0.81 for the BRJ scale and 0.77 for the SPRJ scale. 

 

Statistical Analysis 

Applying a convenience sample comes with implications of which kind of statistical 

analysis that can be used (Fitzgerald & Fitzgerald, 2014). However, in behavioural 

sciences in general, application of parametric statistics is common practice if assumptions 

regarding level of measurement, independence of observations and normal distributed 

data are considered met. The quantitative measurements in this study was analysed using 

SPSS. To answer the different aims of the thesis, different statistical analysis was applied. 

A simple scatterplot for the total BRJ and SPRJ scale scores was preformed to assess the 

linearity of the relationship between respondents’ age and level of restorative justice 

support (Figure 1). A non-linear relationship was obtained, making regression analysis of 

the continuous variable age inappropriate (Fitzgerald & Fitzgerald, 2014; Pallant, 2013). 
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Figure 1 Simple scatter of respondents’ continuous age and total level of support for RJC as 

measured by the two scales. 

 

Being a study applying a convenience sample, preliminary statistical analysis exploring 

the normality of the data was conducted before deciding which statistics to use when 

answering the aims of the thesis. The data was assessed as approximately normally 

distributed of the continuous variables included measurements of total groping of BRJ 

and SPRJ scales. Total BRJ was negatively skewed -.306 (SE = .177) and kurtosis -.033 

(SE = .352). Total SPRJ was negatively skewed -.156 (SE = .177) and kurtosis -.033 (SE 

= 352). There are no exact measurements for assessing the values of skewness or kurtosis 

being normal, visual inspection of the normality of the distribution is recommended 

(Pallant, 2013). Due to the kurtosis indicating a wide range of values, and skewness 

indicating a clustering of values, descriptive analysis was conducted to assess the impact 

of extreme values. Descriptive analysis of the total BRJ original mean scale score and 5% 

trimmed mean score indicated a mean difference of .26. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

statistic was .054 with a sig. value of .200, indicating a normal distribution. Further visual 

inspection (see Appendix C) of the data indicated a reasonably normal distribution for the 

scale. The boxplot of total BRJ revealed two outliers assessed as genuine. The value of 

the outliers was assessed as not affecting the mean scales score (considering the mean 

and 5% trimmed mean difference) at a substantial rate, therefore all cases was retained. 

Also, excluding outliers when measuring public opinion on restorative justice was 

assessed as inappropriate due to the nature of the concept (i.e. opinions). Descriptive 

analysis of the total SPRJ original mean scale score and 5% trimmed mean score indicated 

a mean difference of .21. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistic was .033 with a sig. value 
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of .200, indicating a normal distribution. Further visual inspection of the data indicated a 

reasonably normal distribution for the scale (see Appendix C). The boxplot of total SPRJ 

revealed three outliers assessed as genuine. The value of the outliers was assessed as not 

affecting the mean scales score (considering the mean and 5% trimmed mean difference) 

at a substantial rate, therefore the cases was retained.  

 

To assess whether RJC support could be predicted by any demographical differences, a 

standard multiple regression using dummy variables was preformed. A one-way between-

groups analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to explore the differences in level 

of RJC support depending on respondents’ age group. An independent samples t-test was 

used to examine the gender differences in regard of level of RJC support. To assess the 

main- and interaction effect of both independent variables, an additional analysis 

examining if the mean score of RJC support differed depending on respondents’ age and 

gender. This analysis was conducted by using a two-way between-groups ANOVA. To 

answer the aims regarding the case-contextual variables (i.e. juvenile or adult offender 

and violent or non-violent crime) paired sample t-tests was used to examine whether there 

were any differences in the public support for RJC as measured by the BRJ and SPRJ 

scales. Paired sample t-test is commonly used when measuring the same persons response 

to two different questions (Pallant, 2013). An ANOVA was not conducted for these 

measures due to lack of an adequate grouping variable. An alpha level of .05 was used 

thoroughly in this study when conducting the statistical analysis, according generic 

procedure described by Pallant (2013). All effect sizes were calculated by hand following 

the procedure described by Pallant (2013), using eta squared determining the effect size 

according to Cohen’s criteria (.01 small effect, .06 medium effect, .14 big effect). 

 

Results 

Level of Support for Restorative Justice 

As previously stated, the scales were scored such as a high number indicating more of, or 

a more favourable attitude to the characteristic being measured (Huang et al., 2012). The 

computed scale measuring total BRJ had a mean scale score of 36.0, indicating a neutral 
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response (Range = 12-60 points). The computed scale measuring total SPRJ had a mean 

scale score of 60.0, indicating a neutral response (Range = 20-100 points). When 

conducting a descriptive analysis of the level of support for RJC for both total scales, total 

BRJ obtained a mean of 42.38 (SD = 9.75; Range = 12-60 points), indicating an agreement 

of RJC as beneficial. Total SPRJ obtained a mean of 66.65 (SD = 16.08; Range = 20-100 

points). Indicating a level of support for participation in RJC as above neutral.  

 

A descriptive analysis measuring the level of support for RJC for each offender and 

offence characteristics was conducted as measured by the BRJ and SPRJ scales. The BRJ 

scale had a mean scale score of 9.0, indicating a neutral response (Range = 3-15 points). 

BRJ mean scale score for juvenile violent crime was 10.78 (SD = 2.21; Range = 3-15), 

BRJ mean scale score for juvenile non-violent crime was 10.94 (SD = 2.72; Range = 3-

15), BRJ mean scale score for adult violent crime was 10.38 (SD = 2.85; Range = 3-15), 

BRJ mean scale score for adult non-violent crime was 10.28 (SD = 2.98; Range = 3-15). 

The respondents saw the highest level of benefits among juvenile offenders sentenced for 

non-violent crime, and smallest level of benefits among adult offenders sentenced for 

non-violent crime. The SPRJ scale had a mean scale score of 15.0, indicating a neutral 

response (Range = 5-25 points). SPRJ mean scale score for juvenile violent crime was 

16.54 (SD = 3.98; Range = 5-25), SPRJ mean scale score for juvenile non-violent crime 

was 17.20 (SD = 4.37; Range = 5-25), SPRJ mean scale score for adult violent crime was 

16.15 (SD = 4.30; Range = 5-25), SPRJ mean scale score for adult non-violent crime was 

16.75 (SD = 4.50; Range = 5-25). Respondents were more supportive for participation in 

RJC when the offender was a juvenile sentenced for non-violent crime, the smallest level 

of support for participation in RJC was found regarding adult offenders sentenced for 

violent crime.  

 

A descriptive analysis of the different items in both scales was conducted to explore 

which items contributed most to the total RJC support. Each item in both scales had a 

mean of 12.0 indicating a neutral response. When analysing the BRJ scale the mean total 

item score for meeting being beneficial to community residents was 13.44 (SD = 3.86; 

Range = 4-20), the mean total item score for meeting being beneficial to victims was 

13.47 (SD = 3.96; Range = 4-20), the mean total item score for meeting being beneficial 
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to offenders was 15.48 (SD = 3.56; Range = 4-20). Respondents viewed RJC as beneficial 

to offenders to a greater extent in comparison to victims of crime and community 

residents. When analysing the SPRJ scale the mean total item score for participation as 

community resident was 12.52 (SD = 4.5; Range = 4-20), the mean total item score for 

participation as victim was 12.62 (SD = 4.14; Range = 4-20), the mean total item score 

for participation as offender was 13.18 (SD = 4.53; Range = 4-20), the mean total item 

score for community resident participation was 13.26 (SD = 4.43; Range = 4-20), the 

mean total item score for formalized meetings was 15.06 (SD = 4.07; Range = 4-20). 

Respondents were less supportive for participation in RJC when considered being a 

community resident or a victim of crime, and more supportive for participation in RJC 

when considered being an offender of a crime. Respondents promoted community 

resident participation and RJC and had a request for formalized meetings. 

 

Respondents’ Characteristics and RJC Support 

A standard multiple regression was conducted assessing the independent variables (i.e. 

gender, age group, geographic location highest level of education; recoded into dummy 

variables) ability to predict level of support for RJC as measured by total BRJ and total 

SPRJ. Preliminary analysis was conducted to assess the assumptions of normality, 

linearity, multicollinearity and homoscedasticity. The analysis of multicollinearity should 

be above .3 when measuring the independent variables relationship to the dependent 

variables (Pallant, 2013). In this case, the assumption of multicollinearity was not met for 

the BRJ scale; indicating that no of the independent variables in the model was able to 

predict total BRJ scale scores. The total variance in total BRJ scale score explained by 

the model as a whole was 8.3%, F (10, 178) = 1.612, p = .106. The only respondent 

demographic included in the model able to make a statistically significant unique 

contribution to the model as a whole was being a female (beta = .152, p = .043), followed 

by a non-significant prediction among respondents being 55 years or older (beta = .125, 

p = .196).  The assumption of multicollinearity was not met when examining the 

independent variables ability to predict total SPRJ scale scores. The total variance in total 

SPRJ scale score explained by the model as a whole was 11.1%, F (10, 178) 2.227, p = 

.018. The only respondent demographic able to make a statistically significant unique 

contribution to the model was being 55 years or older (beta = .263, p = .006), followed 
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by respondent being a female (beta = .132, p = .074). Altogether, this shows that 

respondent demographics such as highest level of education and geographical location 

cannot be accounted for predicting level of RJC support. The correlations for all 

independent variables were less than .3 indicating no relationship between the 

independent variables and the dependent variables. Respondent demographics such as age 

or gender could possibly predict level of RJC support if used in a different model. 

Nevertheless, the equation is calculated by SPSS in reference to automatically excluded 

dummy variables. The overall explanatory capacity by the model as a whole was low for 

both scales.  

 

Age. 

A one-way between-groups ANOVA was conducted to explore the impact of age on level 

of RJC support, as measured by the two total scales BRJ and SPRJ. Respondents were 

divided into six groups according to their age: Group 1: 31 years or younger; Group 2: 32 

to 38 years; Group 3: 39 to 43 years; Group 4: 44 to 49 years; Group 5: 50 to 54 years; 

and Group 6: 55 years or older. There was no significant difference at the p < .05 level in 

total BRJ scores for the six groups: F (5, 183) = 2.052, p = .07. The eta squared was .05 

indicating a small effect. There was a significant difference at the p < .05 level in total 

SPRJ scores for the six groups F (5, 183) = 3.449, p = .005. Eta squared was .09 indicating 

a medium effect. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean 

score for Group 6 (M = 73.48, SD = 17.70) was significantly different from Group 1 (M 

= 61.84, SD = 12.0) and Group 2 (M = 59.79, SD = 17.37). Indicating older respondents 

rating SPRJ scale scores significantly higher than younger respondents. There were no 

significant differences for SPRJ scale scores among any of the other groups.  

 

Gender. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to evaluate the difference in respondents’ 

level of RJC support dependent on respondents’ gender. There was a significant 

difference in restorative justice support for both scales. Male respondents (M = 39.92, SD 

= 10.9) saw less benefits of RJC compared to female respondents (M = 43.58, SD = 8.93; 

t (187) = -2.458, p = .015, two-tailed). The degree of difference in means (mean difference 



AN UNFAMILIAR CRIME PREVENTION STRATEGY: COLLECTIVE OPINION ON RESTORATIVE 

JUSTICE CONFERENCES  

29 

 

= -3.66, 95% CI: -6.6 to -.72) was small (eta squared = .03). Male respondents (M = 62.77, 

SD = 17.4) were less supportive for participation in RJC than female respondents (M = 

68.54, SD = 15.11; t (187) = -2.339, p = .02, two-tailed). The degree of difference in 

means (mean difference = -5.76, 95% CI: -10.62 to -.9) was small (eta squared = .02). 

 

Age and gender interaction on RJC support. 

Overall significant differences was found indicating older people being more supportive 

of RJC than the younger groups of respondents, reporting higher total BRJ scores and 

SPRJ scores. A two-way between-groups ANOVA was conducted on each scale to 

explore the main effect for the independent variables age and gender and assess the 

possible interaction effect (Pallant, 2013). Thus, examining if the influence of age on RJC 

support is different for male- and female respondents.  

 

The interaction effect between gender and age group was not statistically significant when 

measuring total BRJ scores, F (5, 177) = 1.312, p = .261. There was a statistically 

significant main effect for gender, F (1, 177) = 6.110, p = .014; however, the effect size 

was small (partial eta squared = .03). There was no statistically significant main effect for 

age group when measuring total BRJ scores, F (5, 177) = 1.743, p = .127. Overall 

indicating higher ratings on the BRJ total scale not differing in terms of age group, thus 

differencing depending on the gender of the respondents. The interaction effect between 

gender and age group was not statistically significant when measuring total SPRJ scores, 

F (5, 177) = 1.546, p = .178. There was a statistically significant main effect for gender, 

F (1, 177) = 5.942, p = .016; however the effect size was small (partial eta squared = .03). 

There was also a statistically significant main effect of age group, F (5, 177) = 2.389, p = 

.040; the effect size was medium (parital eta squared = .063). Post-hoc comparisons using 

the Tukey HSD test indicated that the main score for Group 6, respondents being 55 years 

or older, (M = 73.48, SD = 17.70) was significantly different from Group 1, respondents 

being 31 years or younger (M = 61.84, SD = 12.0) and Group 2, respondents being 32-38 

years old (M = 59.79, SD = 17.37). There were no significant differences among any of 

the other groups. Indicating respondents being more supportive to participation in RJC 

dependent on their age group whereas Group 6 rated the highest scores when measuring 
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the SPRJ scale. The non-significant interaction effect indicated that there was no main 

effect of age when measuring BRJ and SPRJ for males and females divided.  

 

Exploring the Effect of Offender and Offence Characteristics RJC Support 

To answer the aims regarding different levels of support for RJC concerning the case-

contextual variables juvenile- and adult offender, and violent or non-violent crime two 

paired samples t-test was conducted. The results from a paired-samples t-test examining 

the mean scale score for juvenile- and adult offenders when controlling for offence 

characteristics showed a significant difference in mean scale score for both scales (Table 

3). Respondents were seeing more benefits of RJC to juvenile offenders sentenced for a 

violent crime than adult offenders sentenced for a violent crime, and were more 

supportive for participation in RJC to juvenile offenders sentenced for a violent crime 

than adult offenders sentenced for a violent crime. Despite significant results, differences 

in RJC support for different offenders obtained a small effect size when the offender 

conducted a violent crime as measured by the BRJ and SPRJ scales, indicating a 

difference of no practical importance. Respondents saw more benefits of RJC to juvenile 

offenders sentenced for non-violent crime compared to adult offenders sentenced for non-

violent crime, and were more supportive for participation in RJC for juvenile offenders 

sentenced for non-violent crime than adult offenders sentenced for non-violent crime. The 

effect size calculated for the BRJ scale was large; the effect size calculated for the SPRJ 

scale was small. 

 

 

 

Table 3 

Mean scale scores and paired-samples t-test for offender characteristics when controlling 

for the crime being violent or non-violent 

 Benefits of restorative justice (BRJ)  

 Juvenile offender  Adult offender    

  n M (SD)   n M (SD) t 95% CI η2 

Violent 

crime 
192 

10.73 

(2.25) 
 192 

10.33 

(2.88) 
3.099** [.14, .66] .05 
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Non-violent 

crime 
192 

10.9 

(2.73) 
 192 

10.22 

(3) 
5.577*** [.43, .90] .14 

         

 Support for participation in restorative justice (SPRJ)  

 Juvenile offender  Adult offender    

  n M (SD)   n M (SD) t 95% CI η2 

Violent 

crime 
192 

16.49 

(3.98) 
 192 

16.08 

(4.35) 
2.573* [.09, .71] .03 

Non-violent 

crime 
192 

17.08 

(4.46) 
 192 

16.64 

(4.58) 
2.946** [.14, .74] .04 

Note. * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001  

 

The results from a paired-samples t-test examining the mean scale score for violent- and 

non-violent crime when controlling for offender characteristics showed a significant 

difference in mean scale score for the SPRJ scale (Table 4). Respondents were seeing 

more benefits of RJC to non-violent crime than violent crime among juvenile offenders, 

although the difference was not statistically significant; respondents were significantly 

more supportive for participation in RJC for non-violent crime than violent crime when 

the offender was a juvenile, the effect size was small. Contrary, respondents saw more 

benefits of RJC for violent crime than non-violent crime when the offender was an adult, 

although the difference was not statistically significant. Respondents were significantly 

more supportive for participation in RJC to non-violent crime compared to violent crime 

when the offender was an adult, the effect size was moderate.  

 

 

Table 4 

Mean scale scores and paired-samples t-test for offence characteristics when controlling for 

the offender being juvenile or adult 

 Benefits of restorative justice  

 Violent crime  Non-violent crime    

  n M (SD)   n M (SD) t 95% CI η2 

Juvenile 

offender 
192 

10.73 

(2.25) 
 192 

10.9 

(2.73) 
-1.109 [-.44, .12]  
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Adult 

offender 
192 

10.33 

(2.88) 
 192 

10.22 

(3.00) 
.831 [-.14, .35]  

         

 Support for participation in restorative justice  

 Violent crime  

Non-violent 

crime    

  n M (SD)   n M (SD) t 95% CI η2 

Juvenile 

offender 
192 

16.49 

(3.98) 
 192 

17.08 

(4.46) 
-2.908* [-.99, -.19] .05 

Adult 

offender 
192 

16.08 

(4.35) 
 192 

16.63 

(4.58) 
-3.581*** [-.85, -.24] .06 

Note. * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 

 

Altogether, this indicates a level of RJC support differing depending on both offender and 

offence characteristics. Respondents level of RJC support appears to differ the most when 

considering the offender being juvenile- or adult, cohesively rating level of RJC support 

higher to juvenile offenders. The most substantial difference was found measuring BRJ 

for juvenile- and adult offenders sentenced to non-violent crime. 

 

Discussion 

Summary 

This thesis aimed to measure the level of support for RJC held by a Swedish community 

sample in regard to different offender and offence characteristics and to assess if 

respondents demographics was associated with the total level of RJC support. The results 

showed that the respondents had an overall positive attitude toward RJC (i.e. more 

positive than neutral) as measured by seeing benefits of RJC for victims, offenders and 

community citizens and support for participation in RJC as victims, offenders and 

community citizens. Older respondents tend to be more positive than younger 

respondents; also female respondents are more positive than male respondents. However, 

the results do not provide a cohesive answer of which of these demographics (i.e. age or 

gender) has the strongest association with the total level of RJC support. Results indicate 
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a more positive opinion on RJC for juvenile offenders and RJC for non-violent crime. 

Nevertheless, respondents are still positive in regard of RJC for adult offenders and 

violent crime. Interestingly, when differentiating level of RJC support for offender 

characteristics dependent on the offence being violent or non-violent, the effect size of 

the SPRJ scale is small. Non-violent crime as measured by the BRJ scale was the only 

offence which the respondents had a significantly differentiating level of RJC support for 

juvenile and adult offenders of practical importance. 

 

Collective Support for Restorative Justice and its Impact on Recidivism 

Consistent with findings from Huang et al. (2012), level of RJC support could not be 

predicted by respondent demographics. In this study, older respondents were more 

positive to restorative justice than the younger respondents, contrary to findings from 

Huang et al. (2012), whereas younger individuals in Australia were more likely to see 

benefits in restorative justice and support participation in restorative justice. Braithwaite 

(1989) described an overall sociological consensus about a degenerated power of local 

groups such as families and residential communities to impose informal sanctions on 

delinquency in a society leaning toward individualism. This provides a possible 

explanation to why younger individuals in this study are seeing less benefits of RJC and 

are less supportive for participation in RJC. An individualistic society relies on the state 

as the main agent of social control, contrary to informal social control exercised by 

individuals in a community in favor for the whole community (Braithwaite, 1989). When 

translating the individual factors of interdependency to a societal context, it is reasonable 

to assume that younger individuals have less reintegrative values. The applicability of 

such an explanation could be limited in this case due to the respondents aged 32 – 38 

years old as the least positive toward RJC, followed by respondents being 31 years old or 

younger. However, Braithwaite (1989) thoroughly states an accurate translation of micro-

level factors to macro-level factors as difficult to obtain due to the complex realities in a 

society, suggesting that the concept of age as an individual interdependency might differ 

in a societal perspective. Although the nature of the construct would still be the same – 

younger individuals would be less potent of delivering reintegrative shaming than older 

individuals and less receptive of such treatment. Which in this study could be translated 
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into younger respondents seeing less benefits of RJC and being less supportive of 

participation in RJC than older respondents. 

 

When explaining a lower level of RJC support as associated with low age, the results 

could consequently be interpreted as RJC not being viewed as a legitimate crime 

prevention strategy among the younger respondents at the same extent as older 

respondents. It is however, most important to remember that the results in this study did 

not provide any indications of younger respondents being negative toward RJC. There 

are extensive arguments stating that it is possible to build support for restorative justice 

in coalitions of democratic societies (Beck 2012; Dhami & Joy, 2007; Dzur, 2011; Huang 

et al., 2012). There is still a possibility that it is feasible to extend the communitarian 

crime control initiatives if we are able to find the right strategies to do so. Dzur (2004) 

takes this argument one step further, concluding that community participation must be 

encouraged, nurtured and organized. Results in this study showed that the respondents 

thought that community members should participate in RJC and that the meetings should 

be formalized. This coherent with Braithwaite (1989) provides a solution to enhance the 

informal social control in an individualistic society; communitarian obligations would be 

strengthened by an extension of crime control to alternative communities such as 

workplaces, school, sporting clubs or appropriate leisure activities. Braithwaite (1989) 

argued that this transition could be conducted by convincing a suitable representative 

from a prosocial group that is important for the offender, to attend court and contribute to 

monitoring and rehabilitation. Consequently producing shame for the offender and foster 

reintegration at a most individual adapted level. Several scholars have provided findings 

supporting this statement; declaring that benefits of RJC strengthening social control is 

unlikely if community involvement is not achieved (Gerkin, 2012), that participation 

from the offenders social network is a first step toward reintegration (Gerkin, 2012; 

Rossner & Bruce, 2016) and that solidarity and reintegration in the RJC reduces 

recidivism (Sherman, Strang, Barnes, et al., 2015). 

 

When considering the individual demographic results in this study as collective 

interdependencies, these demographics indicates that the majority of respondents in this 

sample are interdependent individuals (i.e. above age 15-25, employed and assumed to 
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have educational and occupational aspirations) positive toward RJC, thus possible to 

deliver reintegrative shaming and receptive of such when put in the shoes of an offender. 

The measurements of geographic location indicating respondents working in large and/or 

industrialized cities could imply that this particular sample is living in urban societies. 

The results from the standard multiple regressions did not show that the geographic 

location could predict the level of support for RJC, possibly indicating that the 

respondents are representing a bigger communitarian society. Also, the level of support 

of participation in RJC as a community citizen could imply that it would be feasible to 

expand the state social control to civic engagement, characterized by prosocial attachment 

of significant importance to the offender. Barnes et al. (2015) concluded that RJC 

promoted offenders to having an attitude of acceptance for the conference outcome, and 

that the offenders had more members of the public and more supporters from their own 

community attending RJC than attending court. Kim Joo et al. (2012) found offenders 

perception of repaying victim and society significantly higher when assigned to a RJC 

program than court and Sherman, Strang, Barnes et al. (2015) concluded offenders 

reporting lower rates of reoffending when participating in RJC. 

 

The more positive opinion on RJC toward juvenile offenders found in this sample, is 

much align with the current Swedish legislation on RJC and juvenile offenders and the 

allocating of economical resources. According to statistics from NCCP (2008), 31% of 

the resources devoted to RJC were dedicated to juvenile offenders sentenced for 

shoplifting in 2003-2008. Ironically, much of the empirical evidence is coherent at this 

point, stating RJC having a lower effect on property crimes in regard to individual crime 

prevention (Bergseth & Bouffard, 2012; Kroovand Hipple et al., 2015; Strang et al., 2013; 

Sherman et al., 2015). This possibly due to the severity of the crime, but also due to 

property crime not causing the victim physical damage, hypothesized to affect the impact 

of apologizing and forgiveness in a negative way. This does not mean that the resources 

devoted to RJC in Sweden have been deficiently allocated to property crime; it could also 

be explained by the crime statistics being higher for non-violent crime than violent crime 

(NCCP, 2015). Balvig et al. (2015) provided results showing the Swedish public 

demanded harsher sanctions for violent crime. However, Jerre (2014) concluded Swedish 

respondents adjudicate more lenient prison sentences if combined with additional 
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sanctions. Evidence as these, together with this thesis results regarding participation in 

RJC as community member, victim and offender, provides arguments for further 

implementation of RJC in Sweden as possible. A more lenient collective attitude toward 

juvenile offenders, could explain the results indicating a more positive opinion of RJC to 

juvenile offenders for both violent and non-violent crime. Braithwaite (1989) suggested 

that a problem with young people is loss of social integration as they grow up and break 

away from the family. The collective measures favoring RJC for juvenile offenders could 

be due to viewing the adults responsible for their own actions, whereas juveniles might 

be viewed as irresponsible mischiefs in need of more social integration. Most importantly, 

the respondents’ positive responses for RJC is together with the theoretical framework of 

reintegrative shaming (Braithwaite, 1989), providing an indicator of a societal 

opportunity of reintegrating offenders and draw them away from the subcultures 

reinforcing deviant behavior and criminality. 

 

In order for RJC to work efficiently, it is essential that the community desists from 

labeling criminals as deviant and actively promotes reintegration of offenders through 

shaming. The Swedish population consisting of interdependent relationships 

characterized by high moral expectation, whereas an individual’s criminality is concerned 

as a societal matter is important and supported by previous empirical evidence (Balvig et 

al., 2015; Jerre, 2014) and the results found in this thesis. The results found in this thesis 

also provide an explanation to societal moralization regarding criminality. By not 

providing the respondents with additional offender and offence specific variables such as 

the offenders’ criminal history and victim consequences, an interpretation of societal 

moral expectation in regard of juveniles and adults are provided. This could be interpreted 

as respondents being able to moralize and deliver reintegrative shaming to adults as well 

as juveniles. However interpreted with caution – the results in this thesis could not 

disqualify for the respondents’ interpretations done in regard of offenders previous 

criminality; the lower positive level of RJC support for adult offenders could be biased 

by respondents assuming that a criminal adult offenders has a history of offending. 

Considering interdependency and communitarianism, as described by Braithwaite 

(1989), the results in this thesis could be interpreted as a measurement of 

communitarianism on account of the respondents’ level of interdependency. The 
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respondents in this sample had demographic characteristics similar to those reflecting 

interdependency in reintegrative shaming (Braithwaite, 1989), and Sweden is regarded a 

relatively equal society in international comparisons. Consequently providing results 

representing interdependent respectable societal individuals, with high moral 

expectations (as found in previous studies by Balvig et al. 2015 and Jerre, 2014) in general 

positive toward offender reintegration, capable to deliver efficient communitarian crime 

control as described by Braithwaite (1989).  

 

Conclusion and Practical Implications 

The respondents in this study had an overall positive attitude toward RJC, no respondent 

demographic was associated with total level of RJC support although older respondents 

were more positive of RJC than young respondents and female respondents were more 

positive of RJC than male respondents. As stated previously, the Swedish government 

(SOU 2012:34) is in need of crime prevention at a local level and has issued a project to 

involve communities into policing (NCCP, 2016). Evident arguments for RJC to be 

extended in a wider context in the Swedish penalty system are hereby presented and 

strengthened by the theoretical framework of reintegrative shaming (Braithwaite, 1989). 

The results in this study demonstrate an overall positive opinion on RJC, although 

respondents being significantly more positive of RJC for juvenile offenders and non-

violent crime. RJC could conceivably be a part of the new community policing 

perspective in Sweden (as proposed by NCCP, 2016). Most promisingly the collective 

positive opinion on RJC for adult offenders, and especially as measured by the SPRJ 

scale, indicates respondents willingly to attend RJC regardless of the crime being violent 

or non-violent. As mentioned previously, RJC has been associated with lower recidivism 

rates among adult offenders (Kou et al., 2010; Kroovand Hipple et al., 2015; Murphy & 

Helmer, 2013; Ray et al., 2011) and arguments have been made considering RJC more 

appropriate for adult offenders than juvenile offenders (Sherman, Strang, Barnes et al., 

2015; Strang et al., 2013). An extension of RJC being a mandatory option for adult 

offenders as well as for juvenile offenders is supported by the collective positive opinion 

on RJC found in this thesis. The empirical evidence regarding RJC and recidivism and 

the theoretical framework of reintegrative shaming provides an opportunity for RJC being 

effectively implemented for adult offenders in Sweden. Further, the presented results and 
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the discussion considering the collective respondent interdependency associated with a 

higher level of RJC support provides foundation for that implementation being extended 

to civic engagement. Which all in all is very much aligning with the community policing 

perspective wanted by the Swedish government.  

 

Limitations 

Certain limitations associated with this thesis are to be discussed. First, the sampling 

procedure (non-probability sampling method) and small sample size is limiting the ability 

of making generalizations and the power to make inferences to the population. Within the 

scope of a bachelor’s thesis, the sampling method and sample size is not considered a 

limitation and statistical power is not an issue when a sample size is large, which 

according to Pallant (2013) is 100 or more. Also, the results provided openings for future 

research in the area. Second, Braithwaite (1989) described shame as difficult to measure 

in survey research. Communitarianism is difficult to operationalize when using survey 

research methods, thus a previously used measure was assessed as necessary to obtain 

valid results. By using two of the scales constructed by Huang et al. (2012), a study in 

which John Braithwaite was one of the co-authors, this limitation has been addressed 

throughout the thesis. Third, although the scales were assessed as having good 

psychometric properties, they cannot be considered the “golden standard” in research, 

thus possibly affecting the validity in the study. As mentioned previously, within the 

scope of a bachelor’s thesis, it was not considered suitable to elaborate a new 

operationalization of the measures in order to question the psychometric properties of the 

used scales in detail. Fourth, the applicability of the theory of reintegrative shaming to 

the demographic characteristics could be due to he nature of the sample – obviously, the 

employment rate and educational and occupational aspirations would be high when 

recruiting participants at an authority. This could however be interpreted as an implication 

of future research as well as a limitation of this particular study. Fifth, this study had no 

measurement of marital status and residential mobility since these factors was not 

considered relevant when developing the questionnaire, possibly affecting the 

applicability of reintegrative shaming in this study. Sixth, due to the limited research on 

RJC in Sweden and lack of recent statistic of RJC it is hard to discuss the results in a 
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current “Swedish” perspective. Still, this simply highlights the need of future research 

and follow-up in the area. 

 

Future Research 

In order for researchers to evaluate the effect of RJC there must be subjects accessible to 

study. RJC has shown to be a cost-efficient and efficient method for reducing recidivism 

and helping victims cope with their negative consequences descended from crime. It is 

not impossible that research and evaluation may conclude RJC being inefficient for 

coping with crime in Sweden, but international empirical evidence speaks for the 

contrary. The low costs associated with RJC; and primarily the high victim benefits are 

not to be negligible, a strong argument for further implementation of RJC. As previously 

mentioned, restorative justice is still a relatively young field of international research. A 

need of longitudinal studies examining the effect of RJC on reoffending is emphasized 

throughout the reviewed empirical material. In the perspective of this thesis, national 

research on RJC and its effect on recidivism are needed, both as initial cross-sectional 

between-individual studies but also longitudinal studies. Also, this thesis opens for a 

similar study conducted in a wider context, such as a larger probability sample reflecting 

the total population of Swedish citizens. Qualitative studies may examine offenders and 

victims’ opinion on RJC and its implications on the committed crime(s). This has been 

addressed within the scope of a bachelor’s or master’s level in some of the theses 

mentioned in the introduction, although limited by practical resources. An integration of 

community citizens in RJC followed by both qualitative and quantitative evaluations 

could open for future possibilities to incorporate RJC in the Swedish penalty system in a 

wider context. 
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Appendix A 
 

Letter of information, translated from Swedish to English 

 

 
 

 

Questionnaire about restorative justice 

 

My name is Elin Fjellborg and I am a student at the bachelors programme in 

criminology at Mid Sweden University in Sundsvall. The responses of this 

questionnaire will be the basis of my bachelors’ thesis that aims to measure the publics’ 

opinion on restorative justice. Restorative justice aims to efficient crime prevention and 

comes in different forms. The Swedish government is en need of investments in crime 

prevention among agencies such as municipalities, companies and organizations. 

Proposing crime prevention being conducted at a local level of the people whom best 

know the environment.  

 

The questionnaire is being distributed to you who work at CSN in Eskilstuna, Gävle, 

Kalmar, Kiruna, Linköping, Lund, Sundsvall, Stockholm and Visby. I have been 

working with SM/payment at KC in Kiruna previously, with the latest employment 

during the summer of 2015. CSN was assessed as a suitable organization to proceed 

with for data collection since my bachelors’ thesis will measure what the public thinks 

about some factors within restorative justice, especially since the offices are spread 

across Sweden. 

 

The responses to the questionnaire will be analyzed in groups, which means that no 

response will be analyzed individually. Your response will be treated with 

confidentiality and be used within the degree project only. The participation is voluntary 

– you are accepting your participation if you decide to hand in your response.  
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The questionnaire starts with certain questions about your background information; 

these will for instance be used to describe how many participants have a certain age. 

The questionnaire has eight close-ended propositions in which you are asked to side to 

which degree you agree with the propositions or not. You will be asked to take account 

of the proposition in regard of the offender being young (15-20 years) or adult, and if 

the offender has conducted a violent crime (e.g. physical abuse) or property crime (e.g. 

theft). The propositions have been derived from a previous study conducted in Australia 

and Japan. The questionnaire takes approximately 10 minutes to answer. 

 

If this questionnaire affects you in a negative way, you can call Victim Support Sweden 

at 0200-21 20 19. 

 

Thank you for your participation! 

You can reach me via e-mail if you have any questions about the questionnaire or the 

degree project. 

Elin Fjellborg 

Elfj1300@student.miun.se 

 

Supervisor 

Mattias Åkerberg 

Mattias.akerberg@miun.se 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:Elfj1300@student.miun.se
mailto:Mattias.akerberg@miun.se


AN UNFAMILIAR CRIME PREVENTION STRATEGY: COLLECTIVE OPINION ON RESTORATIVE 

JUSTICE CONFERENCES  

55 

 

Appendix B 
 

Questionnaire, translated from Swedish to English 

 

 
 

 

Background information 

 

Gender 

☐ Male 

☐ Female 

☐ Identifying neither as male or female 

 

Report your age in numbers 

________________________ 

 

Report which office you are working at 

☐ Eskilstuna 

☐ Gävle 

☐ Kalmar 

☐ Kiruna 

☐ Linköping 

☐ Lund 

☐ Sundsvall 

☐ Stockholm 
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☐ Visby 

 

Report your highest level of education 

☐ Elementary school 

☐ High school 

☐ College or university 

☐ Other 

 

(Questionnaire page break) 

 

Restorative justice aims to efficient crime prevention and comes in different forms, but 

all share the same common principles: to promote the offender to take responsibility for 

his or her actions and repair the harm caused victim and society. One form of restorative 

justice is restorative justice conferences where a victim and offender meets together 

with a mediator – sometimes together with family, friends and others who have been 

affected by the crime. 

 

Community citizens are in this questionnaire regarded a civil person without a 

relationship to the offender and victim. Formalized meetings can implicate that the 

meeting should follow a certain structure, or to proceed according to established 

routines and guidelines. 

 

1. To which degree do you agree to the following proposition regarding young 

offenders sentenced for a violent crime? 

1.1. This meeting is beneficial for community residents 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 

 

1.2. This meeting is beneficial for victims of crime 

 1 2 3 4 5  
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Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 

 

 

1.3. This meeting is beneficial for offenders 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 

 

2. To which degree could you imagine to participate in a meeting where the 

offender is a young offender sentenced for a violent crime? 

2.1. If you were a community citizen, could you imagine to participate in a restorative 

justice meeting? 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Definitely not ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Definitely 

 

2.2. If you were a victim of crime, could you imagine to participate in a restorative 

justice meeting? 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Definitely not ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Definitely 

 

2.3. If you were a offender of a crime, could you imagine to participate in a restorative 

justice meeting? 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Definitely not ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Definitely 

 

3. To which degree do you agree about the following proposition regarding young 

offenders sentenced for a violent crime? 

3.1. Community citizens should definitely participate in the restorative justice meeting 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 

 

3.2. The use of these kind of meetings should be formalized. 
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 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 

 

(Questionnaire page break) 

 

Restorative justice aims to efficient crime prevention and comes in different forms, but 

all share the same common principles: to promote the offender to take responsibility for 

his or her actions and repair the harm caused victim and society. One form of restorative 

justice is restorative justice conferences where a victim and offender meets together 

with a mediator – sometimes together with family, friends and others who have been 

affected by the crime. 

 

Community citizens are in this questionnaire regarded a civil person without a 

relationship to the offender and victim. Formalized meetings can implicate that the 

meeting should follow a certain structure, or to proceed according to established 

routines and guidelines. 

 

4. To which degree do you agree to the following proposition regarding young 

offenders sentenced for a property crime? 

4.1. This meeting is beneficial for community residents 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 

 

4.2. This meeting is beneficial for victims of crime 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 

 

 

4.3. This meeting is beneficial for offenders 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 
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5. To which degree could you imagine to participate in a meeting where the 

offender is a young offender sentenced for a property crime? 

5.1. If you were a community citizen, could you imagine to participate in a restorative 

justice meeting? 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Definitely not ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Definitely 

 

5.2. If you were a victim of crime, could you imagine to participate in a restorative 

justice meeting? 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Definitely not ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Definitely 

 

5.3. If you were a offender of a crime, could you imagine to participate in a restorative 

justice meeting? 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Definitely not ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Definitely 

 

6. To which degree do you agree about the following proposition regarding young 

offenders sentenced for a property crime? 

6.1. Community citizens should definitely participate in the restorative justice meeting 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 

 

6.2. The use of these kind of meetings should be formalized. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 

 

(Questionnaire page break) 
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Restorative justice aims to efficient crime prevention and comes in different forms, but 

all share the same common principles: to promote the offender to take responsibility for 

his or her actions and repair the harm caused victim and society. One form of restorative 

justice is restorative justice conferences where a victim and offender meets together 

with a mediator – sometimes together with family, friends and others who have been 

affected by the crime. 

 

Community citizens are in this questionnaire regarded a civil person without a 

relationship to the offender and victim. Formalized meetings can implicate that the 

meeting should follow a certain structure, or to proceed according to established 

routines and guidelines. 

 

7. To which degree do you agree to the following proposition regarding adult 

offenders sentenced for a violent crime? 

7.1. This meeting is beneficial for community residents 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 

 

7.2. This meeting is beneficial for victims of crime 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 

 

 

7.3. This meeting is beneficial for offenders 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 

 

8. To which degree could you imagine to participate in a meeting where the 

offender is a adult offender sentenced for a violent crime? 

8.1. If you were a community citizen, could you imagine to participate in a restorative 

justice meeting? 
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 1 2 3 4 5  

Definitely not ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Definitely 

 

8.2. If you were a victim of crime, could you imagine to participate in a restorative 

justice meeting? 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Definitely not ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Definitely 

 

8.3. If you were a offender of a crime, could you imagine to participate in a restorative 

justice meeting? 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Definitely not ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Definitely 

 

9. To which degree do you agree about the following proposition regarding adult 

offenders sentenced for a violent crime? 

9.1. Community citizens should definitely participate in the restorative justice meeting 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 

 

9.2. The use of these kind of meetings should be formalized. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 

 

(Questionnaire page break) 

 

Restorative justice aims to efficient crime prevention and comes in different forms, but 

all share the same common principles: to promote the offender to take responsibility for 

his or her actions and repair the harm caused victim and society. One form of restorative 

justice is restorative justice conferences where a victim and offender meets together 

with a mediator – sometimes together with family, friends and others who have been 

affected by the crime. 
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Community citizens are in this questionnaire regarded a civil person without a 

relationship to the offender and victim. Formalized meetings can implicate that the 

meeting should follow a certain structure, or to proceed according to established 

routines and guidelines. 

 

10. To which degree do you agree to the following proposition regarding adult 

offenders sentenced for a property crime? 

10.1. This meeting is beneficial for community residents 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 

 

10.2. This meeting is beneficial for victims of crime 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 

 

 

10.3. This meeting is beneficial for offenders 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 

 

11. To which degree could you imagine to participate in a meeting where the 

offender is an adult offender sentenced for a property crime? 

11.1. If you were a community citizen, could you imagine to participate in a restorative 

justice meeting? 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Definitely not ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Definitely 

 

11.2. If you were a victim of crime, could you imagine to participate in a restorative 

justice meeting? 

 1 2 3 4 5  
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Definitely not ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Definitely 

 

11.3. If you were a offender of a crime, could you imagine to participate in a restorative 

justice meeting? 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Definitely not ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Definitely 

 

12. To which degree do you agree about the following proposition regarding adult 

offenders sentenced for a property crime? 

12.1. Community citizens should definitely participate in the restorative justice meeting 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 

 

12.2. The use of these kind of meetings should be formalized. 

 1 2 3 4 5  

Strongly disagree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ Strongly agree 

 

(Questionnaire page break) 

 

Your response has been registered. 

Thank you so much for your time! 

 

You can reach me via e-mail if you have any questions about the degree project. 

Elin Fjellborg 

Elfj1300@student.miun.se 
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Appendix C 
 

Normality assessment of the used scales  
 

  

  

Figure 2. Tests of Normality for Total Benefits of Restorative Justice (BRJ) 
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Figure 3. Tests of Normality for Total Support for Participation in Restorative Justice (SPRJ) 

 


