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Abstract 

This thesis addresses two questions regarding desistance through restorative justice 

(RJ) conferencing. First, it examines whether RJ conferencing supports change towards 

desistance. Although there has been a significant amount of research on what RJ 

conferencing can offer to victims and offenders, little is known about how and why RJ 

conferencing may support change towards desistance. This thesis addresses this gap by 

developing an explanatory model to understand change towards desistance through RJ 

conferencing. Second, this thesis asks how change towards desistance should be 

measured and evaluated in research on RJ conferencing. Scholars have generally agreed 

that desistance should be recognised as a process that involves lapses and relapses of 

offending until the complete cessation of offending. Despite this consensus, most 

research has adopted a prevalence measure of post-conference offending (i.e. 

involvement in reoffending). Such a measure may not be appropriate for capturing the 

complex processes of change towards desistance through RJ conferencing; however, 

there is no agreement as to what measure is best suited to examine such change. In my 

thesis, I employ six different measures of offending patterns towards desistance: (i) the 

prevalence measure of post-conference offending, (ii) change in the frequency of 

offending, (iii) change in the number of offence types, (iv) change in the seriousness of 

offending, (v) the time frame to reoffend and (vi) an integrated measure of offending 

patterns towards desistance. I investigate these measures and how they vary to better 

understand what aspects of RJ conferencing may support change towards desistance. 

Because my research seeks to show ‘how’ and ‘why’ RJ conferencing may support 

change towards desistance for young offenders, I employ a mixed-methods approach. 

Drawing on the South Australian Juvenile Justice (SAJJ) dataset, which includes more 

than 80 young offenders who have participated in RJ conferencing, my thesis contains 
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two studies designed to answer the questions above. In Study A, I examine which 

aspects of RJ conferencing may support change towards desistance and whether these 

elements vary across the different measures of offending patterns towards desistance. In 

Study B, I explore why RJ conferencing may support change towards desistance. Using 

integrated measures of offending patterns towards desistance, I conduct a thematic 

analysis of young offenders’ responses to interview questions regarding their 

experiences with and attitudes towards RJ conferencing. By identifying common themes 

among offenders with similar desistance trajectories, and distinct themes among 

offenders with different desistance trajectories, I examine why desistance trajectories 

may differ between young offenders who have participated in RJ conferencing. 

The findings of Study A offer two important insights. They first show that 

regardless of the use of different measures of offending patterns towards desistance, 

residential instability is associated with an increase in post-conference offending at both 

follow-up periods. They also demonstrate that regardless of the use of different 

measures of offending patterns towards desistance, young offenders who reached a 

genuine consensus with victims on an agreement plan show the strongest movement 

towards desistance at both follow-up periods.  

In Study B, I establish the concept of the ‘offender journey towards desistance’. 

This concept encapsulates how offenders experience RJ conferencing, and how their 

experiences are linked to desistance trajectories after RJ conferencing. Specifically, I 

identify three types of offender journeys: (1) the ‘optimal journey’, whereby young 

offenders completely desist from crime after RJ conferencing; (2) the ‘changing 

journey’, whereby young offenders experience lapses and relapses of offending after RJ 

conferencing; and (3) the ‘difficult journey’, whereby young offenders escalate their 

offending behaviour after RJ conferencing.  
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This thesis makes theoretical, practical and policy contributions to the 

understanding of the relationship between RJ conferencing and change towards 

desistance. My dissertation reveals the need to develop different theoretical accounts for 

different desistance trajectories through RJ conferencing, as no single theory or model 

adequately explains the complexity of the desistance process following RJ 

conferencing. In terms of RJ practice, my thesis highlights the importance of helping 

young offenders rebuild their life after RJ conferencing, because they struggle to ‘go 

straight’ after RJ conferencing. As for the policy implication, my findings suggest that 

to understand the complexity of desistance trajectories, an individual-based evaluation 

on what offending trajectories individual offenders experience (i.e. a qualitative 

approach) may be more appropriate than a group-based evaluation of whether offenders 

desist or not (i.e. a quantitative approach). 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

1.1. Research Background and Questions 

Restorative justice (RJ) conferencing is an innovative justice response (Daly, 2016) 

that allows victims, offenders and other parties to address their ‘own’ conflict. It 

encourages offenders to take responsibility for the harms they have caused to victims 

and provides victims with an opportunity to voice their thoughts about the harms they 

have suffered. It also offers a setting for both parties to come to an agreement about 

how the harms can best be addressed (Daly and Hayes, 2001; Suzuki and Wood, 

2017b). Over the last three decades, there has been a significant amount of research on 

what RJ conferencing can offer to victims and offenders, particularly in terms of 

participant satisfaction and perceptions of fairness (Braithwaite, 2014; Doak and 

O'Mahony, 2018; Latimer et al., 2005; Shapland et al., 2011; Strang et al., 2013; 

Umbreit et al., 2008).  

Existing research on RJ conferencing has demonstrated clear benefits when 

compared with traditional court practices. However, far less is known about how, under 

what conditions and for whom RJ conferencing ‘works’ (Bolitho, 2017; O'Mahony and 

Doak, 2017; Saulnier and Sivasubramaniam, 2015b; Suzuki and Wood, 2017c). There is 

little knowledge of the inner workings of RJ conferencing. Scholars have indicated this 

lack of knowledge as a significant gap in the literature (Bazemore and Green, 2007; 

Bolívar, 2010; Casey et al., 2014; Chapman and Chapman, 2016; O'Mahony and Doak, 

2017).  

A variety of theories have been used in RJ conferencing to explain changes in 

offenders’ affect, understanding, and behaviours. For example, Braithwaite’s (1989) 
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reintegrative shaming1 was used to explain how RJ conferencing can promote offender 

reintegration through inducing guilt in offenders as well as receiving support from the 

presence of their supporters (Braithwaite and Mugford, 1994). Using procedural justice 

theory (Tyler, 1990), Miller and Hefner (2015) explain that RJ conferencing can 

increase offenders’ perceived legitimacy towards the justice system. To take another 

example, Rossner (2013) draws on interaction ritual theory (Collins, 2004) to 

demonstrate how the ritual element of RJ conferencing that is developed through the 

emotional rhythm in the RJ conferencing process may help to change an offender’s 

mindset, resulting in reduced reoffending. 

This thesis addresses how RJ conferencing can lead to change towards desistance. 

Change towards desistance comprises not only measurements in post-conference 

offending but rather clear patterns of reduction towards a cessation of offending. To 

understand this question, it is necessary to examine differing ways of measuring this 

post-conference outcome, as differences in the measure may result in different 

definitions of desistance (Daly and Marchetti, 2019). One way of measuring offending 

is derived from a body of work I call ‘reoffending research’, and the other from a body 

of work I call ‘desistance research’. By reoffending research, I refer to studies that aim 

to identify risk factors of offending to correct offender deficits. This stream focuses on 

whether offenders reoffend or not. By desistance research, I refer to studies that aim to 

identify the strengths of offenders to promote their pro-social identities and support 

their reintegration. This stream examines the change in offending patterns based on 

reductions in offending. Offenders tend to experience lapses and relapses of offending 

 
1 While Braithwaite’s reintegrative shaming is considered one of the theoretical models for RJ 

conferencing (Walgrave, 2020) and I used it in my thesis, it is important to note that the term, restorative 

justice, does not appear in his book, Crime, Shame and Reintegration (1988) that introduced this theory 

(Strang, 2020).  
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until complete cessation (Bushway et al., 2001; Laub and Sampson, 2001; Loeber et al., 

2016). Therefore, desistance implies a trajectory of post-conference behaviours that may 

include both offending and reductions in offending. 

Because my focus is on change towards desistance through RJ conferencing, my 

thesis aligns with desistance research. In this thesis, I address the following two 

research questions: 

1. How may RJ conferencing support change towards desistance, and why? 

2. How should change towards desistance be measured and evaluated in research on RJ 

conferencing? 

I explore the first question because there is limited empirical desistance-oriented 

research on RJ conferencing. I am aware of only four such studies (Claes and Shapland, 

2016; Lauwaert and Aertsen, 2016; Marsh and Maruna, 2016; Pelikan and Hofinger, 

2016). Scholars have argued that RJ conferencing and desistance research are 

conceptually compatible (Lauwaert and Aertsen, 2015; Maruna, 2016; Ward et al., 

2014) because both aim to promote pro-social behaviours (Ball, 2003; Maruna and 

Lebel, 2010; Van Wormer, 2001). Nonetheless, not much is known about how and why 

RJ conferencing may support change towards desistance (Suzuki and Jenkins, 2020).  

I examine the second question—namely, how change towards desistance should be 

measured and evaluated in research on RJ conferencing—because most RJ research on 

reoffending tends to employ a prevalence measure of post-conference offending (and 

time to reoffend). However, these measures may not sufficiently capture the complexity 

of change towards desistance (Bushway et al., 2003; Rocque, 2017). To measure change 

towards desistance, scholars have suggested that it is preferable to use various 

operationalisations of offending patterns towards desistance such as reduction of 

frequency of offending (Kazemian, 2007; Massoglia and Uggen, 2007; Mulvey et al., 
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2004). In my thesis, I employ six different measures of offending patterns towards 

desistance: (i) the prevalence of post-conference offending, (ii) the frequency of 

offending, (iii) the number of offence types, (iv) changes in the seriousness of 

offending, (v) the timeframe to reoffend and (vi) an integrated measure of offending 

patterns. While Maruna et al. (2004) suggest focusing on ‘secondary’ desistance that 

involves the identity transformation of offenders, I use these behavioural patterns of 

offending as the indicators of a path towards desistance for two reasons. First, since 

‘[b]roadly speaking, desistance is a decline [in offending] over time’ (Mulvey et al., 

2004, p. 219), measures capture decreases in offending are needed. The other reason is 

that Maruna et al.’s (2004) suggestion is primarily based on desistance research among 

adult offenders who tend to have a long history of offending. However, the findings of 

desistance research with adult offenders may not apply to young offenders due to their 

immaturity and transition to adulthood (Abrams and Terry, 2017; Villeneuve et al., 

2019). Since I focus on RJ conferencing for young offenders, it is important to 

empirically examine how young offenders experience change towards desistance 

through RJ conferencing. Thus, I employ a different way of measuring desistance from 

the standard way in the literature (c.f. Kazemian, 2015) because my primary aim is not 

merely to examine whether RJ conferencing has an impact on preventing reoffending 

among young offenders; rather, in line with desistance research, my purpose is to 

capture the process of change towards desistance in young offenders, if any, through RJ 

conferencing. I investigate whether these measures vary in terms of identifying the 

aspects of RJ conferencing that may facilitate change towards desistance. 

1.2. Significance of the Research 

My research contributes to the field in three ways. First, it advances the theoretical 

development of RJ conferencing by demonstrating how and why RJ conferencing may 

support change towards desistance. Although there is debate on whether change towards 
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desistance should be an aim of RJ conferencing (see discussion regarding RJ and 

reoffending in Presser et al., 2007; Robinson and Shapland, 2008), it is still important to 

understand the link between RJ conferencing and change towards desistance.  

My thesis also contributes to the development of ‘best practice’ for facilitating 

change towards desistance through RJ conferencing. This knowledge may help to 

improve the quality of RJ conferencing practices because it offers reasons as to why 

offenders experience RJ conferencing as meaningful for their change towards 

desistance.  

Finally, my thesis contributes to policy development for RJ conferencing. A crime 

reduction effect of RJ conferencing is often measured via whether offenders are 

involved in offending after RJ conferencing. Yet offenders often experience ‘zig-zag’ 

offending patterns towards desistance because they tend to experience lapses and 

relapses of offending until complete cessation (Abrams and Terry, 2017; Lussier et al., 

2015). By examining different measures of offending patterns towards desistance I 

provide knowledge on how change towards desistance should be measured and 

evaluated in research on RJ conferencing.  

1.3. Outline of the Thesis 

In Chapter 2 I review the literature on RJ. In the first section, I discuss what 

desistance research is and how it differs from reoffending research. I argue that existing 

studies on RJ predominantly constitute reoffending research. I then argue for the need to 

investigate RJ conferencing from the desistance research framework, in which 

desistance is conceptualised as a process rather than an event of ceasing offending. To 

advance understanding of the relationship between RJ conferencing and change towards 

desistance I develop an evidence-based analytical model, which I call a ‘holistic 

process’ model of RJ conferencing for offenders. This chapter concludes with my 

research questions and thesis aims. 
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In Chapter 3 I outline the methodology of my research. In this thesis, I reanalyse 

the South Australian and Juvenile Justice (SAJJ) data (Daly, 2001; Daly et al., 1998). I 

begin by explaining how the SAJJ dataset was collected. Next, I discuss sub-sample 

groups of offenders in the SAJJ data that I use for my two studies. I then describe the 

methodology of Study A, which quantitatively reanalyses the SAJJ data—this includes 

the measures, analytical strategy and how I ensure the quality of measures. I also 

describe the methodology of Study B, which also qualitatively reanalyses the SAJJ data. 

I explain the measures, the analytical strategy and how I ensure the trustworthiness of 

my interpretation.2 This chapter concludes by discussing the strengths and limitations of 

my research. 

In Chapter 4 I present the findings of Study A on what aspects of RJ conferencing 

promote change towards desistance and whether these vary when using different 

measures of offending patterns towards desistance. I first examine the question of 

whether there are any differences between the full and sub-sample in terms of the 

offender- and offence-related variables and measures of offending patterns towards 

desistance. This is followed by bivariate analyses of selected variables and measures of 

offending patterns towards desistance. I then offer multivariate analyses of which 

aspects of RJ conferencing relate to change towards desistance, and whether they vary 

depending on the distinct measures of offending patterns towards desistance. I also 

provide a summary of supplemental analyses to examine the effects of gender and 

racial-ethnic identity. 

In Chapter 5 I present the findings of Study B on why RJ conferencing can support 

change towards desistance and on the utility of an integrated measure of offending 

patterns towards desistance. Using two follow-up periods (i.e. one and five years), I 

 
2 Trustworthiness, as used to assess the quality of qualitative data (Lincoln and Guba, 1985), consists of 

credibility, transferability and dependability. 
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classify offenders according to Daly and Proietti-Scifoni’s (2009) threefold typology of 

desistance. By comparing the classifications in the desistance typology at short (one 

year) and longer (five years) periods, I next identify desistance trajectories of the entire 

5-year period. Adhering to these desistance trajectories, I analyse offenders’ responses 

to interviews using a thematic analysis. I also conduct a supplemental analysis to 

explore variation in the desistance trajectories by (i) offender demographics (e.g. gender 

and age), (ii) offence types and (iii) risk factors for offending (e.g. poor family 

relationship). Based on the analysis I develop a concept of the ‘offender journey through 

RJ conferencing’ to show why desistance trajectories through RJ conferencing may 

differ. This concept shows how offenders experience RJ conferencing and how their 

experiences are linked to desistance trajectories. 

Chapter 6 discusses my research findings. For Studies 1 and 2 I consider how and 

why RJ conferencing may support change towards desistance and how change towards 

desistance should be measured in research on RJ conferencing. I then synthesise both 

sets of findings by discussing what an explanatory model of change towards desistance 

through RJ conferencing should look like and how change towards desistance should be 

evaluated in research on RJ conferencing. 

In the concluding chapter, I provide an overview of the thesis aims and questions. I 

summarise the research findings and discuss the strengths and limitations of the 

research. After providing implications for RJ conferencing practice and policy, I offer 

final observational remarks.  
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Chapter 2 Literature Review 

2.1. Introduction 

This chapter offers a review of the literature on RJ conferencing. I begin with the 

discussion of desistance research and how it differs from reoffending research. I then 

demonstrate how existing studies on RJ conferencing predominantly comprise 

reoffending research, and argue for the need to conduct desistance research on RJ 

conferencing. To this end, I develop an evidence-based analytical model, which I call a 

‘holistic process’ model of RJ conferencing for offenders. Based on this model, I offer 

research questions and aims for this thesis. 

2.2. What Is Desistance Research? 

There are various ways of measuring desistance (Bersani and Doherty, 2018; 

Kazemian, 2012; McNeill et al., 2012). According to Lussier et al. (2015, p. 91-94), 

there are several ways to conceptualise and operationalise desistance, such as ‘an event 

involving the abrupt termination of offending’, ‘risk of reoffending’, ‘a time-based 

process towards termination of offending’ and ‘part of specific offending trajectories’. 

Despite lack of agreement on a measure, researchers have agreed that desistance should 

be regarded as a process rather than as an event of ceasing offending (Bersani and 

Doherty, 2018; Graham and McNeill, 2017; Laub and Sampson, 2001; Rocque, 2017; 

Shapland et al., 2016). This argument reflects lapses and relapses of offending that 

offenders often experience before complete cessation (Bushway et al., 2001; Laub and 

Sampson, 2001; Loeber et al., 2016). Such a conceptualisation is consistent with a 

recent empirical finding in desistance research. Examining offending trajectories of 

young offenders in Chile, Droppelmann (2017) found that although some offenders 

were still offending, frequency and seriousness had decreased. This finding suggests 

that simply defining desistance as ‘no reoffending’ may not accurately reflect offending 
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trajectories because the reduction in frequency and seriousness of offending may be one 

of the important indicators that offenders are on the path to desistance (Mulvey et al., 

2004). 

In line with this characteristic, desistance research requires a different investigative 

approach from reoffending research (Kazemian, 2015; Maruna and Lebel, 2010; 

McNeill, 2006). For example, Maruna et al. (2004a,  p. 19) proposed two types of 

desistance. The first is ‘primary desistance’, which refers to ‘any lull or crime-free gap 

in the course of a criminal career’. The second is ‘secondary desistance’, which refers to 

‘the movement from the behaviour of non-offending to the assumption of the role or 

identify of a “changed person”’. Maruna et al. (2004a, p. 19) suggested focusing on the 

latter ‘[b]ecause every secondary deviant experiences a countless number of such 

pauses in the course of a criminal career, primary desistance would not be a matter of 

much theoretical interest’.  

Daly and Marchetti (2019) have succinctly summarised the differences between 

reoffending research and desistance research by comparing the ‘old’ and ‘new’ 

desistance frameworks. The ‘old’ desistance framework focuses on reoffending. 

Research in this framework aims to identify risk factors of offending; desistance in this 

framework is defined as an event of offenders being ‘not involved’ in reoffending. On 

the other hand, the ‘new’ desistance framework focuses on offending patterns towards 

desistance based on reductions in offending. The focus of research in this framework is 

on identifying the strengths of offenders to promote their pro-social identities and 

support their reintegration.  

These frameworks are useful in distinguishing reoffending research and desistance 

research because there continues to be confusion in the literature. Some studies of RJ 

conferencing call themselves desistance research even though they focus on reoffending 

(see examples in Piggott and Wood, 2018). In this thesis, I use the term ‘reoffending 
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research’ to indicate studies that adopt the ‘old’ desistance framework to measure 

change based on whether offenders are involved in reoffending or not. I use the term 

‘desistance research’ to refer to studies that employ the ‘new’ desistance framework to 

examine the offending patterns towards desistance.  

2.3. Reoffending Research on RJ Conferencing 

Research on RJ conferencing has predominantly used the ‘old’ desistance 

framework, with a focus on reoffending (see a review by Piggott and Wood, 2018) . In 

addition to research on whether RJ conferencing may reduce reoffending (for example, 

see a meta-analysis by Sherman et al., 2015), RJ scholars have explored which factors 

are linked to reoffending. Two types of such research exist.  

The first type focuses on comparisons between RJ conferencing and traditional 

court practices in terms of reoffending outcomes and offender characteristics, such as 

gender and race. For instance, Baffour (2006) examined how ethnicity and gender are 

related to reoffending after RJ conferencing. She found that although there was no 

difference in ethnicity, RJ conferencing was associated with lack of reoffending among 

female young offenders. This result is in line with other research, such as Rodriguez 

(2007), who reported that female offenders were less likely to reoffend after RJ 

conferencing. Vignaendra and Fitzgerald (2006) also showed that reoffending after RJ 

conferencing was higher among male, Indigenous, and young offenders. Also, based on 

the findings of the Reintegrative Shaming Experiment (RISE), Sherman, Strang and 

Woods (2000) demonstrated that reoffending was less likely to occur among offenders 

who committed violent offences than those who committed property crimes. This 

finding is consistent with analyses on the Bethlehem Restorative Policing Experiment 

(BRPE) dataset (Hayes, 2005; McCold and Watchtel, 1998). 

A second line of reoffending research on RJ conferencing is variation research. To 

advance the understanding of the effect of RJ on reducing reoffending, Hayes and Daly 
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(2003, p. 737, emphasis in the original) suggested examining the effect of ‘variability in 

reoffending from variability in the conferencing process’. RJ conferencing is a different 

complex process from conventional criminal justice procedure; as such, these authors 

argued that rather than investigating differences between RJ conferencing and 

conventional criminal justice approaches, exploring differences within RJ conferencing 

would be more beneficial to understand why RJ conferencing may reduce reoffending. 

They proposed examining which aspects of RJ conferencing are linked to no post-

conference offending (Hayes and Daly, 2003).  

The first variation study was conducted by Maxwell and Morris (2001). To 

examine which characteristics of RJ conferencing were associated with no post-

conference offending, they focused on 108 young offenders who had participated in RJ 

conferencing in New Zealand. Their findings suggested that conference features such as 

remorse in young offenders, young offenders’ feelings of not being stigmatised, their 

sense of involvement in decision-making, their agreement with outcome plans, 

compliance with the tasks agreed, and their meeting and apologising to victims were 

related to a lack of reoffending. 

Hayes and Daly (2003) conducted a variation study on RJ conferencing and 

reoffending using the SAJJ data. In their study, they focused on observational data on 

89 young offenders and their conferences from 1998. They examined whether measures 

of restorativeness—‘the degree of the movement and understanding between victim and 

offender’ in RJ conferencing (Daly, 2001,  p. 60)—and procedural justice were related 

to no offending approximately 12 months after RJ conferencing. They found that youth 

offenders who were observed to be remorseful and experienced consensual decision-

making at RJ conferencing were less likely to reoffend. 

Hayes and Daly (2004) conducted a similar study in Queensland. They collected 

data on 200 young offenders who had participated in RJ conferencing between 1997 and 
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1999, following up after approximately two years to examine the variable effects of 

conferencing on post-conference offending. They did not find any RJ conferencing 

features associated with a lack of reoffending.  

A more recent variation study on reoffending was conducted by Hipple, 

Gruenewald and McGarrell (2014). By using observational data on 215 young offenders 

assigned to RJ conferencing in the Indianapolis Juvenile Restorative Justice Experiment 

(IJRJE), they examined the relationship between RJ conferencing and a lack of post-

conference offending. They used three theories as theoretical frameworks. The first is 

reintegrative shaming (Braithwaite, 1989), which was measured by ‘how the youth and 

his or her supporter acted during the conference, how the victim and his or her supporter 

acted, the victim’s overall reaction, as well as the perceived group dynamic (i.e., the 

conference process and a general rating of the positiveness of the conference)’ (Hipple, 

Gruenewald, and McGarrell, p. 1140). The second is procedural justice (Tyler, 1990), 

which was measured by ‘victim and group respect toward the offending youth as well as 

the offending youth’s respect toward the victim’ (Hipple, Gruenewald, and McGarrell, 

p. 1141). The final is defiance (Sherman, 1993), which was measured by ‘whether the 

offending youth, the victim, or supporters of the victim expressed defiance’ (Hipple, 

Gruenewald, and McGarrell, p. 1141). They found that the existence of reintegrative 

shaming indicators was related to lack of post-conference offending six months after the 

conference. Yet, they also found that after 24 months, this link had disappeared. 

Hipple, Gruenewald and McGarrell (2015) developed their variation study by 

extending the follow-up period. Focusing on the same theoretical frameworks, they 

examined the link between RJ conferencing and a lack of post-conference offending for 

24 months and 12 years respectively and found that the existence of the indicators of 

reintegrative shaming or procedural justice was related to a lack of post-conference 

offending in the 12-year follow-up period. 
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2.4. The Need for Desistance Research in RJ Conferencing 

These studies are classified as reoffending research because their focus is on 

whether offenders reoffend or not after RJ conferencing. My focus, however, is on 

desistance research on RJ conferencing. According to the literature, RJ conferencing is 

associated with change towards desistance because of its rehabilitative potential 

(Maruna, 2016; McNeill, 2017; Ward et al., 2014) and its ability to build a pro-social 

identity (Rocque et al., 2016).3 In RJ conferencing, offenders are given an opportunity 

to consider their offending as well as future behaviours and encouraged to talk about 

their behaviour. This opportunity may enable them to ‘think in the long-term and 

consider a life beyond offending’ (Marder, 2013, p. 16). Subsequently, offenders may 

begin to ‘reanalyse their pasts in search of aspects of their true selves, acquire a sense of 

agency over their lives and inspire generative behaviour’ (Petrich, 2016, p. 404). Such a 

transformation of identity and ways of thinking is an important first step towards 

desistance (Horan, 2015). 

RJ conferencing can help to develop this pro-social identity by strengthening the 

social bonds to offenders’ families and communities (Bachman et al., 2016; Devers, 

2011). It encourages offenders to bring supporters who care for offenders, such as 

family members and community representatives, who are expected to support offenders 

during the RJ conferencing process. Their presence may allow an offender to recognise 

bonds to their family and community, leading to an increased chance of their 

reintegration (Bazemore and Erbe, 2004; Shapland et al., 2011).  

The existing desistance research on RJ conferencing shows that RJ conferencing 

and change towards desistance are conceptually compatible. Nonetheless, the amount of 

 
3 In this sense, RJ conferencing overlaps with the Good Lives model, which focuses on protective factors 

to rehabilitate offenders rather than risk factors. For further details, see Ward et al. (2014) and Walgrave 

et al. (2019). 
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empirical research on RJ conferencing and desistance is limited. To date, I am aware of 

only four4 empirical pieces of research on RJ conferencing. While these studies 

examined the offenders’ views of RJ conferencing on desistance, these studies were 

different in terms of the nature of the interview questions asked. In addition, some 

studies lacked information about this. Therefore, I review these studies with these 

limitations in mind.  

To examine the relationship between RJ conferencing and desistance, Claes and 

Shapland (2016) interviewed adult offenders who had participated in victim–offender 

mediation (VOM) conducted in prisons in the UK and Belgium regarding how RJ could 

help their change towards desistance. They found that the offenders’ remorse was 

reinforced by interactions with victims in VOM because victim stories made them 

realise the consequences and impact of their offending. Reflecting this finding, Claes 

and Shapland (2016, p. 317) argued that VOM may ‘have the possibility to foster 

agency, change the narrative, alter cognitive mindsets and create a shift in the identity of 

the (ex-)offender’. In VOM, offenders are encouraged to take responsibility, leading to 

the acknowledgement of shared values and norms. Coupled with ‘an initial decision to 

try to desist’, VOM may help to strengthen ‘their belief, hope and motivation to desist 

from crime’ (Claes and Shapland, 2016, p. 317-318). 

Lauwaert and Aertsen (2016) also examined the link between RJ and desistance. 

They interviewed adult offenders who had participated in VOM in Belgium and who 

had no official offending after VOM. Asking whether and how VOM was helpful for 

them, they found that VOM supported change towards desistance, but in different ways. 

For some offenders, VOM played the role of a trigger for change towards desistance. 

They also found common aspects of RJ conferencing that helped change towards 

 
4 I exclude studies on Circle of Support and Accountability (Chapman and Murray, 2015; Fox, 2016) 

because this does not involve a face-to-face dialogue with victims. 
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desistance among these offenders. According to Lauwaert and Aertsen (2016, p. 353), 

these were ‘the attitude of the mediator, the open space for communicating the 

mediation provided, the confrontation with the victim and his/her narratives and the 

financial reparation paid to the victim as a result of the mediation’.  

Marsh and Maruna (2016) researched RJ conferencing and desistance in Northern 

Ireland. They interviewed young offenders who had participated in youth justice 

conferencing at least twice and who had no self-reported or official offending. Asking 

these offenders to ‘describe their upbringings and early lives, their initiation into 

criminal behaviours, their interactions with the youth justice and criminal justice 

systems, and their lives since that initial involvement’ (p. 373), they found that facing 

victims had an impact on change towards desistance for offenders because meeting the 

victims instilled a sense of conscience regarding what they had done to victims. They 

also found that the agreement plan helped change towards desistance because it 

included rehabilitative elements for their reintegration, such as counselling. RJ 

conferencing assisted in promoting change towards desistance through a humanistic 

relationship developed between young offenders and the youth justice agency because it 

offered informal support to reintegrate offenders into the community. 

Focusing on VOM on intimate partner violence in Austria, Pelikan and Hofinger 

(2016) examined how and why VOM helped to support change towards desistance. 

Interviews with adult offenders revealed that VOM played such a role because it helped 

to rebuild broken relationships with victims. Their finding was further strengthened by a 

case study that revealed that it is interactions with victims in VOM that made offenders 

realise that they needed to transform their relationships with victims.  

These empirical studies have shed light on how RJ conferencing may support 

change towards desistance. Because of a paucity of desistance research on RJ 

conferencing, however, there is still little understanding of how and why RJ 
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conferencing may promote change towards desistance. It is also important to note that, 

except for Marsh and Maruna (2016), empirical desistance-oriented research on RJ 

conferencing has focused on adult offenders. However, RJ conferencing is 

predominantly implemented for young offenders (Zinsstag, 2012), and the SAJJ data I 

analyse for my research pertain to young offenders who had participated in RJ 

conferencing (Daly, 2001; Daly et al., 1998). Although the desistance literature 

generally focuses on adult offenders, pathways towards desistance among young 

offenders may differ from those for adult offenders because of their maturity and 

transition into adulthood (Villeneuve et al., 2019). It is important to empirically 

investigate whether this relationship fits with the reality of RJ conferencing practices 

with young offenders; that is, to conduct desistance research on RJ conferencing for 

young offenders.  

2.5. Understanding Change Towards Desistance Through RJ Conferencing 

To conduct desistance research on RJ conferencing, I first develop an evidence-

based analytical model to examine change towards desistance through RJ conferencing, 

which I call a ‘holistic process’ model of RJ conferencing for offenders. With this 

model, I seek to explicate the theoretical relationship between RJ conferencing and 

change towards desistance.  

2.5.1. Concept of Readiness 

In developing the holistic process model, I first develop the concept of readiness,5 

which refers to offenders’ attitudes and emotional dispositions towards and knowledge 

of RJ conferencing and the other parties before a face-to-face meeting. Although several 

researchers have referred to the term readiness, most have not sought to clearly 

 
5 I borrow this term from Daly (2003a, p. 48-49; 2005, p. 158). 
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conceptualise it.6 Instead, readiness is either loosely defined (e.g. ‘readiness to make the 

process work’ in Van Stokkom 2008, p. 406), or described as a single-faceted concept 

that indicates the offender’s motivation to participate (e.g. Doak 2009, p. 154; Wallis 

2008, p. 21) and willingness to take responsibility (e.g. Messmer 1990, p. 69–70; 

Sharpe 1998, p. 22-23).  

In my model, I propose that readiness in RJ conferencing might be multifaceted and 

include more than offenders’ motivation to participate or willingness to take 

responsibility. Readiness may influence the process and outcomes of RJ conferencing 

because offenders may take different approaches and attitudes towards managing 

conflict resolution (Umbreit, 1995). 

To develop the concept of readiness, I take a different approach than that 

commonly employed in the RJ literature. I survey empirical studies that reported 

‘failures’ of RJ conferencing. By the term ‘failures’, I mean ‘negative’ outcomes in 

general reported in the literature. Most RJ research has focused on its benefits, leading 

to an exclusive focus on successful cases. To my knowledge, only a few studies have 

explicitly sought to account for ‘failed’ RJ conferencing cases (Breckenridge, 2017; 

Karp, 2001; Maruna et al., 2007; Rossner et al., 2013; Tränkle, 2007). Limiting my 

focus to particular outcomes may result in few studies for analysis; however, I argue 

 
6 Exceptions include Ahmed and Braithwaite (2012, p. 80), who defined this as ‘capacities for shame 

management as victim or offender that can be accessed productively to deliver justice’, and Ward and 

Langlands (2008, p. 363), who referred to it as ‘the presence of internal (skills, efficacy beliefs, 

knowledge etc.) and external conditions (supports, institutions, community resources etc.) that enable 

offenders to actively engage in the relevant processes in an informed and motivated manner’. In relation 

to the level of community acceptance to implement RJ conferencing, Mohammad (2018) defined 

readiness ‘through three aspects: (1) assumption of responsibilities, (2) acceptance of certain elements of 

restorative justice, and (3) the view of the community as a setting for offender reintegration’. 
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that focusing on why some RJ conferencing produces ‘positive’ outcomes for victims 

and offenders, while others do not, can shed new light on how, under what conditions 

and for whom RJ conferencing may work.  

The concept of readiness may be useful to examine change towards desistance 

through RJ conferencing because these two concepts are theoretically associated. Some 

scholars argue that RJ conferencing can facilitate change towards desistance because it 

can be what Giordano et al. (2002) called a ‘hook for change’, or what Sampson and 

Laub (1993) called a ‘turning point’ to trigger change towards desistance (Lauwaert and 

Aertsen, 2016; Petrich, 2016; Rossner, 2008). Yet, merely attending RJ conferencing 

may not be enough; whether RJ conferencing can be such a catalyst may depend on 

what Giordano et al. (2002) called ‘openness to change’ among offenders. In other 

words, offenders may need to perceive RJ conferencing as an opportunity to restore 

relationships with victims and ‘go straight’. Like others (Claes and Shapland, 2016; 

Lauwaert, 2015; Lauwaert and Aertsen, 2016; Robinson and Shapland, 2008), I 

theoretically expect that offenders with ‘high’ readiness for RJ conferencing are more 

likely to regard RJ conferencing as a hook for change or a turning point to start 

desisting. 

Before turning to the details of readiness dimensions, it is important to note one 

limitation in my approach to developing the concept of readiness. Because the studies I 

draw on did not employ pre-conference surveys, whether these outcomes may be 

attributed to readiness remains speculative without further research. With this limitation 

in mind, I elaborate on the concept of readiness, in three dimensions: (1) orientation, (2) 

emotion and (3) preparation. 

2.5.1.1. Orientation 

The first dimension of readiness is orientation, which refers to the extent to which 

offenders’ attitudes are oriented towards achieving restorative goals before a face-to-
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face meeting. To be eligible for RJ conferencing, an offender needs to consent to 

participate. This requirement may engender differences in their attitudes towards RJ 

conferencing because they may decide to attend RJ conferencing for different reasons 

(Paul and Schenck-Hamlin, 2017; Pereira, 2017). On the one hand, offenders may 

actively seek restorative outcomes; on the other hand, they may not necessarily be 

motivated to behave in a way that advances the restorative goals (Sharpe, 1998). As 

Daly (2005, p. 156) suggests, there may be ‘limits on offenders’ interests to repair the 

harm’.  

What this means is that offenders’ attitudes may not necessarily be oriented towards 

restorative goals. In the first wave of the SAJJ interviews, young offenders were asked 

which was more important in RJ conferencing, ‘to make the victim feel better’ or ‘to get 

what they wanted’; approximately 20% answered that making sure they got what they 

wanted was more important than making the victim feel better (Daly, 2003a). When 

asked which was more important in RJ conferencing, ‘to do something for the victim’ or 

‘to be treated fairly’, around 40% of young offenders reported that fair treatment was 

more important than doing something for victims (Daly, 2003a). In response to the 

questions as to which aspects of RJ conferencing were important, more young offenders 

chose items related to promoting their reputations, such as ‘to let people know that I can 

be trusted’, ‘I don’t usually do things like this’ and ‘to tell people what happened’. Such 

responses were favoured over items considered ‘restorative’, such as ‘to make up by 

doing work or paying money, to apologise, and to let people know the behaviour won’t 

happen again’ (Daly, 2003b, p. 224).  

These findings are congruent with other studies showing that offenders are 

sometimes reluctant to act in a restorative way. Among the 31 young offenders in RJ 

conferencing interviewed by Newbury (2011a), seven were willing to offer an apology 

to victims in RJ conferencing, but the rest were reluctant to meet their victims, and 16 
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refused to apologise. Karp et al. (2004) observed RJ conferencing in the US, and found 

not only that the level of offenders’ engagement in the RJ conferencing process varied, 

but also that some offenders even denied their responsibility and attempted to minimise 

the impacts of their offending.  

Offenders in RJ conferencing may thus be divided into those described as ‘other-

regarding’ and those described as ‘self-regarding’ (Daly, 2003a).7 This classification 

means the former group has interests in communicating with victims, while the latter 

group does not (Armour and Umbreit, 2018; Asmussen, 2015). In other words, some 

offenders’ attitudes are oriented towards achieving restorative goals before the face-to-

face meeting, whereas others are not. 

2.5.1.2. Emotion 

The second dimension of readiness is emotion. In RJ conferencing, an offender may 

express and experience a variety of emotion from negative to positive, and some may 

even cry (Cook and Powell, 2006; Harris et al., 2004; Karstedt and Rossner, 2019). To 

benefit from the emotionally charged nature of RJ conferencing, offenders’ emotional 

dispositions may need to be receptive to the RJ conferencing process. Not all offenders 

have such an emotional capacity, however; rather, some may display the same emotion 

throughout the RJ conferencing process. 

Nervousness may be a detrimental emotion for offenders. Because of the daunting 

nature of RJ conferencing, offenders frequently report they feel nervous or 

uncomfortable participating in RJ conferencing (Maruna et al., 2007; Shapland et al., 

2007). The passage of time in the process may reduce their nervousness (Hoyle et al., 

 
7 However, it may be difficult to categorise offenders in such a dichotomous way because they may have 

more than one reason to decide to participate (e.g. those who decide to participate out of remorse, 

simultaneously wishing to avoid harsher punishment, Eskelinen and Iivari, 2005). 
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2002; Rossner, 2013). In some cases, however, this change may not occur. Campbell et 

al. (2006) observed 185 RJ conferencing cases in Northern Ireland and found that 30% 

of young offenders avoided eye contact ‘a lot’ and about 25% did so ‘a bit’, despite its 

importance for victims’ perceptions of offenders’ sincerity. They suggested that this 

failure to make eye contact related to the offenders’ levels of nervousness and 

discomfort. Whereas most victims were observed as comfortable from the beginning, 

about 70% of offenders looked nervous or uncomfortable (Campbell et al., 2006).  

Notably, offenders’ nervousness may explain the gap in victims’ perceived 

sincerity of the apology. Observing RJ conferencing in the US, Choi et al. (2011) 

indicated that because of nervousness, some offenders failed to express their remorse. 

Further, interviewing the victims, Choi et al. (2010) suggested that nervousness of 

offenders affected victims’ perceived sincerity of apology because, despite the 

importance of eye contact when delivering apologies, offenders were too nervous to do 

so.  

Offenders’ emotional dispositions may be important in RJ conferencing. Yet, it is 

important to note that it is common—or even ‘appropriate’ given the daunting nature of 

RJ conferencing—for offenders to feel nervous at the beginning. The important point is 

whether their nervousness dissipates as the process proceeds.  

2.5.1.3. Preparation 

The final dimension of readiness is preparation. Preparation plays important and 

different roles, such as promoting a level of offenders’ understanding of RJ 

conferencing aims and rules (Shapland et al., 2011; Wallis, 2014) and promoting their 

realistic expectations about possible outcomes (Suzuki and Wood, 2017c; Van Camp 

and Wemmers, 2016). Offenders’ understanding may be of vital importance in RJ 

conferencing because they have to clearly understand the purposes of the process 

(Bazemore and O'Brien, 2002; Bolitho and Bruce, 2017). Offenders’ expectations may 
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also need to be realistic because meeting their expectations is the key to success 

(Bolitho, 2015; Vanfraechem, 2015). Preparation seeks to enhance offenders’ 

knowledge of restorative outcomes (Chan et al., 2016; Rossner, 2013; Rypi, 2017). 

Because RJ conferencing is a complex concept and process, an offender may need to 

explore the aims and expected outcomes of RJ conferencing through preparation. 

Despite such important functions, preparation is often compromised in practice 

because of time constraints or other problems (Choi et al., 2012; Suzuki and Wood, 

2017a). Moreover, even if the preparation is properly conducted, some offenders may 

still lack understanding of or have unrealistic expectations of RJ (Vanfraechem, 2005). 

For offenders, ‘[t]he existence of the two systems [conventional criminal justice and RJ 

conferencing] with different aims side by side can be confusing’ (Marshall, 1992, p. 

33). Some offenders ‘may not be prepared for restorative ways of thinking and acting’ 

(Daly and Marchetti, 2012, p. 461). 

Although inadequate preparation might be addressed by good facilitation to some 

extent (Barton, 2003; Hoyle et al., 2002), lack of offenders’ understanding of RJ 

conferencing aims can result in unsuccessful cases. Gerkin (2008) observed 14 RJ 

conferencing cases in the US and suggested that lack of appropriate levels of 

understanding among offenders led to failures because offenders cared less about 

restorative outcomes than about their ‘own’ desires, without appropriately 

understanding the aims and goals of RJ conferencing. For example, ‘offenders 

expressed an interest in the notes that mediators made throughout the mediation . . . 

[because] they appeared to perceive the mediators as an authority figure, similar to a 

judge, able to make decisions and hand out judgments’ (Gerkin, 2008, p. 239). Gerkin 

(2008, p. 239-240, 242) argued that it may be difficult for some offenders to ‘view the 

restorative outcomes that are desired’ because they may not be ‘able to view the 
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situation through a restorative lens’ that allows them ‘to see crime and the potential 

responses to crime in a new way’.  

Gerkin’s finding is supported by other studies. Tränkle (2007) analysed RJ 

conferencing in Germany and France and concluded that RJ conferencing was 

unsuccessful because both victims and offenders did not understand the process and 

aims of RJ conferencing. A study conducted by Stahlkopf (2009) suggested that 

offenders who had negative information about RJ conferencing before the process 

tended to have negative views on the likely impact of RJ conferencing on themselves.  

2.5.1.4. Summary 

This section offers a tentative proposition for why RJ conferencing may support 

change towards desistance. Such change might be, in part, determined a priori because 

the success of RJ conferencing may depend on an offender’s readiness.8 The concept of 

readiness has three dimensions. The first dimension is orientation: offenders’ attitudes 

need to be oriented towards achieving restorative goals. The second dimension is 

emotion: offenders’ emotional dispositions need to be changeable in response to the RJ 

conferencing process. The final dimension is preparation: offenders’ knowledge of RJ 

conferencing needs to align with its aims and expected outcomes. 

Although the concept of readiness consists of three dimensions, the weight of 

importance may vary. For offenders, the most influential dimension might be 

 
8 In the RJ literature, however, there are two schools of thoughts. The first is that offenders may need to 

be remorseful to get most out of RJ conferencing before attending it (for example, see the discussion of 

remorse and desistance by Claes and Shapland (2016). The second is that how an offender perceives the 

victim and RJ conferencing is less important than the quality of interaction in the RJ conferencing process 

(for example, see the discussion of conference trajectories by Rossner and Bruce (2018)). The concept of 

readiness aligns with the former because it presumes that change towards desistance may be determined a 

priori.  
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orientation, because normally in an RJ conferencing process, offenders are first asked to 

tell their story (Hayes, 2017). It is during this storytelling phase that they are expected 

to admit their responsibility, and this acknowledgement may determine the quality of 

following communication (Rossner and Bruce, 2018).  

Further, each dimension may play out in different phases. For instance, the 

dimensions of orientation and emotion may be important during the RJ conferencing 

process because these can be key factors in the degree of an offender’s engagement. The 

dimension of preparation may be key in the outcome phase because it relates to offender 

understanding and expectations for possible RJ conferencing outcomes. Therefore, I 

analyse the effects of each dimension individually rather than creating a scale of 

readiness. 

2.5.2. Current Theoretical Understanding of RJ Conferencing 

The concept of readiness may be one factor in understanding why offenders may 

desist after RJ conferencing, but it does not explain what may be occurring in the RJ 

conferencing process itself. The key feature of RJ conferencing is interactions between 

a victim and an offender (Rossner, 2013; Van Camp and Wemmers, 2013). Retzinger 

and Scheff (1996) argued that to achieve ‘symbolic reparation’, a core sequence 

between an offender and a victim needs to occur. According to them, this may involve 

expressions of offenders’ genuine shame and remorse followed by victims’ empathy 

and mercy. Likewise, victims’ stories may elicit positive emotions or attitudes from 

offenders, such as guilt or remorse, or offenders’ own stories, and an apology, may 

induce positive emotions or attitudes from victims such as empathy (Hayes, 2006). 

Even if offenders’ readiness is low, these positive interactions during the process may 

support change towards desistance through RJ conferencing. 

To date, scholars have used or proposed a variety of explanatory theories to 

understand what is occurring for offenders in RJ conferencing (c.f. Gavrielides, 2015; 
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Hopkins, 2016; Kelly and Thorsborne, 2014). Among these theories, I focus on two: (1) 

reintegrative shaming9 and (2) procedural justice. I chose these theories because they 

are considered an integral part of RJ practices, they are interlinked with each other, and 

they have contributed to the theoretical and practical development of RJ conferencing 

(Barnes et al., 2015; Kim and Gerber, 2010; Scheuerman and Matthews, 2014). 

Additionally, they have often been examined empirically because they demonstrate 

links between RJ conferencing and different conference outcomes for offenders. By 

incorporating these theories into the model, I intend to examine whether the thesis 

regarding these theories that is commonly acknowledged in the RJ literature holds in 

desistance research.  

2.5.2.1. Reintegrative Shaming 

Reintegrative shaming theory, as put forward by Braithwaite (1989), is often 

considered one of the representative theories of RJ conferencing to explain changes in 

offenders’ affect, understanding and behaviours. According to this theory, there are two 

types of shaming. Stigmatising shaming involves the disapproval of offenders and is 

less effective in dealing with a crime because it labels them deviant. In contrast, 

reintegrative shaming, which values the offenders themselves while disapproving the 

offenders’ act, may be more effective because it may motivate them to reintegrate into 

the community. Although some scholars question the use of shaming in RJ conferencing 

(e.g. Morris, 2002), research suggests that RJ conferencing can create a setting in which 

reintegrative shaming is more likely to occur than in courts because it involves 

supporters of offenders, such as their family (Harris, 2006). 

 
9 Although Braithwaite later developed this theory into the theory of shame management (Ahmed et al., 

2001), I focus on his original theory because it has been more frequently tested empirically. 



26 

 

Reintegrative shaming in RJ conferencing has been examined in several studies, 

which have shown that it is linked not only to immediate outcomes of how offenders 

view RJ conferencing but also reduction of post-conference offending as a long-term 

outcome. By observing RJ conferencing in New Zealand and Australia, Braithwaite and 

Mugford (1994) found that RJ conferencing helped to achieve reintegrative shaming 

because it encouraged offenders to confront their victims and to make offenders feel 

guilt and because offenders’ supporters were present to support reintegration. 

Additionally, according to the RISE final report, reintegrative shaming has been 

observed to be present more often across all types of offences in RJ conferencing than 

in court (Strang et al., 2011). Interviews with offenders after their case had been 

finalised also revealed that indicators of reintegrative shaming, such as offenders’ 

desires to repay both victims and society, were higher among violent offenders who had 

participated in RJ conferencing than those who had merely appeared in court (Strang et 

al., 2011). This tendency is consistent with interviews two years after the RISE 

experiments (Strang et al., 2011). Using the IJRJE data, Hipple, Gruenewald and 

McGarrell (2014; 2015) explored how indicators of reintegrative shaming were linked 

to a lack of post-conference offending in the long term. They found that although 

reintegrative shaming was associated with a lack of post-conference offending after six 

months, the link had disappeared after two years (Hipple et al., 2014). Although 

paradoxical, when extending the follow-up period to 12 years, reintegrative shaming 

was found to be related to a lack of reoffending (Hipple et al., 2015). 

2.5.2.2. Procedural Justice 

Procedural justice is another representative theory of RJ conferencing to explain 

changes in offenders’ perceived legitimacy towards the justice system. It states that 

people are more likely to obey the law when they feel fairness in their treatment by an 

authority (Tyler, 1990). Tyler et al. (2007; see also Hoyle and Batchelor, 2018) argued 



27 

 

that, from a procedural justice perspective, RJ conferencing can be effective in reducing 

reoffending. RJ conferencing allows offenders to have their say and to be involved in 

the decision-making process of their case (Tyler, 1990). This involvement makes them 

feel they are treated fairly, which enhances trust in and perceptions of the legitimacy of 

authorities. Perceived fairness and respect for the rules and law can subsequently help 

long-term compliance with the law (Tyler et al., 2007). 

Similar to reintegrative shaming, procedural justice has also been explored in 

several studies on RJ conferencing, which have shown that procedural justice is linked 

to positive perceptions of offenders towards RJ conferencing and reduction of post-

conference offending. Using the RISE dataset, Barnes et al. (2015) analysed if there 

were any differences in offender perceptions of treatment between RJ conferencing and 

court. They found that offenders in RJ conferencing were more likely to feel they were 

treated with respect than offenders in court. Miller and Hefner (2015) examined how the 

RJ conferencing process enhanced procedural justice and how it was linked to perceived 

legitimacy among offenders. Their interviews with facilitators highlighted that 

offenders were treated fairly in the RJ conferencing process. This fair treatment 

contributed to enhanced legitimacy because offenders were able to talk about their 

crime in the RJ conferencing process. In the IJRJE, Hipple et al. (2015) demonstrated 

that indicators of procedural justice remained associated with a lack of reoffending in 

the 12 years after RJ conferencing. 

2.5.3. An Analytical Model to Examine Change Towards Desistance Through RJ 

Conferencing 

Building on the concept of readiness and current theoretical understandings of RJ 

conferencing for offenders, I develop an evidence-based analytical model to examine 

change towards desistance through RJ conferencing. I call this a ‘holistic process’ 

model of RJ conferencing for offenders because the model encompasses not only the 
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face-to-face dialogue phase but also pre- and post-conferencing phases. While the RJ 

literature tends to focus on the face-to-face dialogue (conferencing) phase, equal 

attention may need to be paid to the other two phases: pre- and post-conference. The 

importance of the pre-conferencing phase has been demonstrated through the concept of 

readiness. The importance of considering the post-conference phase when examining 

change towards desistance can be highlighted given the fact that many offenders 

struggle to ‘go straight’ after RJ conferencing because of a lack of support for 

reintegration (Walgrave, 2011). Indeed, research by Bruce and Bolitho (2019) showed 

that emotions of the victim and offender change throughout the RJ conferencing 

process, including the pre- and post-conferencing phases. This is why, drawing from 

interviews of convenors’ perspectives on how RJ conferencing works, Suzuki and 

Wood (2017c) suggested that focusing solely on the face-to-face meeting process may 

not be enough to develop an explanatory model or theory of RJ conferencing, as pre-

conferencing (i.e. preparation) and post-conferencing (i.e. follow-up) phases play 

different, important roles. Given the importance of preparation and follow-up, 

restorative outcomes may be produced ‘throughout the entire RJC [RJ conferencing] 

process or generated through the cumulative effect of the full sequence of activities’ 

(Suzuki and Wood, 2017c, p. 287).  

The model developed in this thesis offers an understanding of how and why RJ 

conferencing may support change towards desistance. Figure 1 sketches the holistic 

process model to examine change towards desistance through RJ conferencing. It 

depicts a temporal ordering of crime, then readiness, the conference process, and 

outcomes, and how this ordering can be influenced by the offender- and offence-related 

factors. 
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Figure 1 Holistic process model of RJ conferencing for offenders 

 

 

Alongside the holistic process model, I develop expected conference trajectories for 

how offenders may experience RJ conferencing and what may happen after RJ 

conferencing (see Table 1). Because the expected conference trajectories are based on 

how the model’s elements are interrelated, I elaborate on my model according to these 

expected trajectories. Following the ‘core’ sequence in RJ conferencing (i.e. pre-

conference phase, conference process, immediate outcomes and long-term outcomes), I 

begin by describing two exemplary conference trajectories—one in which offenders 

cease their offending after RJ conferencing (first row in Table 1) and one in which 

offenders are still involved in offending without showing any sign of de-escalation 

(fourth row in Table 1). These are exemplary cases of ‘success’ and ‘failure’ in terms of 

change towards desistance. I then describe how these exemplary conference trajectories 

may be altered by process dynamics in RJ conferencing, such as facilitation and a 

supporter (second and third rows in Table 1). Based on existing empirical RJ literature, 

I discuss how the model’s elements are interlinked in these conference trajectories. 
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Table 1 Expected conference trajectories for offenders 

Readiness Conference Process Immediate Outcomes 
Long-term 

Outcomes 

• High 
• High reintegrative shaming 

• High procedural justice 

• High accountability 

• High legitimacy 

• Sincere apology 

• Complete 

desistance 

• High 

• Somewhat stigmatising 

shaming 

• Somewhat low procedural 

justice 

• Somewhat low 

accountability 

• Somewhat low 

legitimacy 

• Somewhat insincere 

apology 

• Partial desistance 

• Low 

• Somewhat high 

reintegrative shaming 

• Somewhat high procedural 

justice 

• Somewhat high 

accountability 

• Somewhat high 

legitimacy 

• Somewhat sincere 

apology 

• Partial desistance 

• Low 
• High stigmatising shaming 

• Low procedural justice 

• Low accountability 

• Low legitimacy 

• No apology or insincere 

apology 

• No desistance 

 

2.5.3.1. Exemplary Conference Trajectories 

Few studies exist on how the pre-conference phase for offenders influences 

subsequent sequences of RJ conferencing. Research by Scheuerman and Matthews 

(2014) shed light on this. Using the RISE data, they examined how an offender’s 

personality traits of negative emotionality and low constraint affected their perceptions 

of procedural justice and shaming. They found that offenders with high negative 

emotionality and low constraint tended to not perceive the RJ conferencing process as 

procedurally just and to experience disintegrative shaming. Their research suggested 

that ‘the experience of PJ [procedural justice] and shaming may not depend as much on 

how RJ programs are implemented, but on how they are perceived . . . [N]egative 

emotionality and low constraint directly affect perceptions of PJ and reintegrative and 

DS [disintegrative shaming]’ (Scheuerman and Matthews, 2014, p. 870). The 

personality trait low constraint and readiness are distinct concepts, but they share a 

commonality in that the status of offenders in the pre-conference phase may influence 
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their perceptions and experiences of the RJ conferencing process. This finding helps to 

establish a tentative connection between readiness and reintegrative shaming and 

procedural justice. I expect that offenders with high readiness experience high 

reintegrative shaming and procedural justice, while those with low readiness experience 

high stigmatising shaming and low procedural justice. 

Reintegrative shaming and procedural justice are linked to accountability and 

legitimacy as immediate outcomes, respectively. When offenders experience 

reintegrative shaming, they are more likely to be willing to repay victims and society for 

what they have done (Kim and Gerber, 2012; Strang et al., 2011). This perception may 

also encourage offenders to offer an apology (Dhami, 2012).10 Also, if offenders 

perceive the RJ conferencing process as procedurally just, they are more likely to view 

law and authorities as legitimate (Miller and Hefner, 2015; Tyler et al., 2007). 

These immediate outcomes may be associated with desistance as a long-term 

outcome of RJ conferencing. Existing research indicates a relationship between 

reintegrative shaming and procedural justice, and post-conference offending (Hipple et 

al., 2014; 2015; Tyler et al., 2007). This link is further supported by Hayes et al. (2011), 

who showed that offenders who positively experienced conferencing were less likely to 

be involved in post-conference offending. 

Given these relationships, I propose the following two exemplary conference 

trajectories (see Table 1). When offenders have high readiness, they may experience 

high reintegrative shaming and procedural justice, perceive high accountability and 

legitimacy and offer a sincere apology, and completely desist from crime (first row in 

 
10 Offering an apology in RJ conferencing may be more complex. For instance, Hayes (2006) suggested 

an effect from the presence of a third party through pressure to apologise or to accept an apology. In 

addition, offering an apology may occur before the conference process (Daly, 2003b) or become a part of 

the agreement plan (Dhami, 2016).  



32 

 

Table 1). On the other hand, when offenders have low readiness, they may experience 

high stigmatising shaming and low procedural justice, feel low accountability and 

legitimacy and offer no apology or an insincere apology, and consequently, not cease 

offending (fourth row in Table 1). 

2.5.3.2. Conference Trajectories and Process Dynamics 

I have described exemplary conference trajectories; however, the RJ conferencing 

process does not necessarily proceed in these ways because a variety of dynamic factors 

influence the conferencing process. Rather, these exemplary conference trajectories may 

be altered by process dynamics in the RJ conferencing process. I discuss how these 

process dynamics may affect the above sequences, changing their trajectories (second 

and third rows in Table 1).  

Process dynamic factors consist of three elements: victim presence, offender 

supporter presence and facilitation. Each dynamic factor functions differently. The key 

to the RJ conferencing process is a face-to-face meeting between victims and offenders. 

Yet, the process sometimes lacks victim presence (Hoyle, 2002). Research suggests that 

victim absence negatively affects offender perceptions (Hayes et al., 2011; Maruna et 

al., 2007) and whether they offer an apology (Saulnier and Sivasubramaniam, 2015a), 

as well as post-conference offending (Bouffard et al., 2017). The effect of offender 

supporters is more complicated because the evidence is mixed. Although some studies 

have demonstrated that the presence of offender supporters could help to promote 

reintegrative shaming (Maruna et al., 2007; Scheuerman and Keith, 2015b) and reduce 

reoffending (Maxwell et al., 2004), other research has suggested that supporters’ 

defensive comments contribute to undermining interactions between victims and 

offenders (Hoyle and Noguera, 2008; Prichard, 2002). Finally, facilitation may also 

affect the RJ conferencing process (Rossner, 2013). Research from Paul and Borton 

(2013) showed that different facilitators have different RJ conferencing goals in mind, 
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which are influenced by their values, beliefs and experiences. These differences may 

affect how each case is handled by facilitators, consequently influencing conference 

outcomes. Indeed, the RISE findings showed that reoffending rates varied between 

different types of facilitators (Sherman et al., 2003; but also see Hipple and McGarrell, 

2008). 

How these process dynamics interact with each other and with readiness and other 

dynamics in the conference process remains unknown because no such empirical studies 

exist. I instead provide two possible conference trajectories, influenced by these 

dynamic factors. Even if offenders have high readiness, in RJ conferencing processes 

where the victim is absent, supporters act defensively or facilitators do not appropriately 

intervene, offenders may experience somewhat stigmatising shaming and somewhat low 

procedural justice. This type of conferencing process may lead to somewhat low 

accountability and legitimacy, and a somewhat insincere apology, resulting in what 

Daly and Proietti-Scifoni (2009) called partial desistance (second row in Table 1). 

Partial desistance means that offenders are considered on a path to desistance because, 

despite their involvement in post-conference offending, the level, nature and quality of 

post-conference offending are reduced. On the other hand, even if offenders have low 

readiness, in RJ conferencing processes where the victim is present, supporters are 

supportive or facilitators provide appropriate support for the process to smoothly 

proceed, offenders may experience somewhat high reintegrative shaming and 

procedural justice. This type of conferencing process may result in somewhat high 

accountability and legitimacy, and a somewhat sincere apology, leading to partial 

desistance (third row in Table 1).  
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2.5.3.3. Other Dynamics 

Other elements may indirectly influence expected conference trajectories. The first 

is the completion of the agreement plan11 as an intermediate outcome (see Figure 1). 

Research conducted by Hayes et al. (2014) showed that regardless of whether they were 

involved in post-conference offending, most offenders reported no effect of RJ 

conferencing on their subsequent behaviours. This finding may need careful 

examination because some of the agreement plans included reintegrative aspects, such 

as attending counselling (Marsh and Maruna, 2016; Rossner et al., 2013). When this is 

the case, completing the agreement plan may indirectly contribute to reducing the level, 

nature and quality of post-conference offending (Daly et al., 2013). 

Three offender- and offence-related factors may also indirectly affect both the RJ 

conferencing process and outcomes.12 Reviewing extant studies on the relationship 

between RJ conferencing and youth characteristics from the perspectives of 

 
11 Although agreement compliance is indeed a conference outcome, the offender compliance rate is quite 

high in general (e.g. Latimer et al., 2005). Regardless of the degree of offender readiness, the completion 

rate is less likely to change, although it may affect the long-term outcome.  

12 In this section, I focus on evidence-based research that examines how offender- and offence-related 

factors interact with RJ conferencing process, rather than how they are associated with post-conference 

behaviours, because my aim is to examine how they intervene in the conference trajectories. As a 

consequence, some offender- and offence-related factors are not incorporated in the model. For example, 

Willis (2018) recently suggested that the social class of participants may influence how they 

communicate in RJ conferencing; however, I have not included social class in my models because, as 

Willis (2018) acknowledged, unlike other background dynamics, at this point, it is entirely unclear how 

social class affects RJ conferencing. Indigeneity is also not included in the model because, to my 

knowledge, there are few studies examining how indigeneity influences the RJ conferencing process. To 

complement this deficit, I have added these variables in my analysis because reoffending research on RJ 

conferencing showed that these variables are positively associated with post-conference offending 

behaviour (see Section 2.3. Reoffending Research on RJ Conferencing). 
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developmental psychology and neuroscience, Suzuki and Wood (2018) suggested that 

age of offenders may influence the RJ conferencing process and outcomes because 

younger offenders tend to have limited developmental and cognitive capacities. Their 

limited comprehensibility and suggestibility may affect the degree of readiness because 

young offenders may feel coerced to participate against their will or not fully 

understand what is meant by voluntary participation. Insufficient communication skills 

and emotional immaturity may influence the conference process because young 

offenders may not possess these necessary skills. Existence of deviant peers may affect 

change towards desistance because they may be susceptible to peer influence (Suzuki 

and Wood, 2018). Conference outcomes may be less ‘positive’, particularly when 

offenders are ‘very’ young, around 10–14 years old (Newbury, 2011b; Snow and 

Sanger, 2011).13  

It may be also necessary to consider the gender of offenders. Gender is not only a 

common factor related to post-conference offending (Payne, 2007) but also a dynamic 

factor that can influence the conference process (Elis, 2005). Particular attention may be 

necessary when offenders are female because existing literature tends to rely on male 

samples (Masson and Österman, 2017; Miles, 2013). A recent qualitative study revealed 

complexities facing female offenders in RJ conferencing because RJ conferencing may 

contribute to reinforcing ‘stereotypical ideals surrounding appropriate female behavior’ 

because of preconceived gender norms in the script that is normally used in the RJ 

conferencing process (Österman and Masson, 2018, p. 21; see also Jackson and 

Henderson, 2006; Miles, 2013). When the offender is female, the conference outcome 

 
13 Relatedly, it may also be necessary to consider the level of need in young offenders because research 

on youth criminal trajectories suggests that most youth offending is committed by those with complex 

needs (Payne and Weatherburn, 2015). 
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may be less ‘positive’ because the current practice of RJ conferencing may not 

necessarily be suitable (Larsson et al., 2018). 

The context of offending may also need to be taken into account because it may 

affect the process and outcomes. Indeed, Daly (2008b) established a ‘real offence’ 

category including ‘punch-up’,14 ‘break into and/or damage personal property’, ‘theft of 

a vehicle’, ‘physical or sexual assault on a family member’, ‘physical assault on a 

teacher’, ‘physical assault on a stranger’, and ‘break into and/or damage organisational 

property’. Instead of general offence types commonly used in the literature, such as 

violent offences and property crime, I chose to incorporate the real offence category into 

my model because the focus is on capturing different conference trajectories. The real 

offence category accounts not only for offending contexts that reflect the victim–

offender relationship but also for how a victim and an offender may experience the RJ 

conferencing process. Analysing the SAJJ data, Daly (2008b) demonstrated that the 

offending contexts can affect offender orientation as well as the conference process and 

subsequent judgements. In particular, her findings highlighted that when the real 

offence category was a punch-up, a positive movement between victims and offenders 

was less likely to occur in the RJ conferencing process than for other real offence 

categories.   

2.5.4. Summary 

Based on the concept of readiness and the current theoretical understanding of RJ 

conferencing underpinned by reintegrative shaming and procedural justice, I developed 

the holistic process model of RJ conferencing for offenders to examine change towards 

desistance through RJ conferencing. I developed this model based on extant empirical 

research on RJ conferencing, and in this chapter, I sought to establish and demonstrate 

 
14 A punch-up comprises ‘assaults between youth’ (Daly, 2008, p. 109). 
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the links between pre-conferencing, conferencing and post-conferencing phases in the 

holistic process model. 

The model takes into account the ‘full’ sequence of RJ conferencing, particularly 

the pre-conference phase (Suzuki and Wood, 2017c). The effect of the pre-conference 

phase, through the concept of readiness, is often neglected in the RJ literature. 

According to Shapland et al. (2011) and Bolívar (2013), few studies have adopted pre-

conference surveys. In addition, even if a pre-conference survey was conducted, it has 

been used mostly for before-and-after comparison (e.g. Calhoun and Pelech, 2013; 

Quigley et al., 2015). With few exceptions (Daly, 2005; 2008a; Scheuerman and 

Matthews, 2014), little is known about the effect of the pre-conference phase. This lack 

of knowledge is detrimental, given that some scholars, for example, suggest that 

offenders may be already remorseful and that this remorse may affect their reoffending 

and desistance (Claes and Shapland, 2016; Hayes and Daly, 2003).  

The holistic process model has weaknesses. First, it may be too simplified, despite 

the complexity of RJ conferencing. For example, I do not divide the conference process 

into ‘storytelling’ and ‘outcome discussion’ stages, although recent research by Rossner 

and Bruce (2018) suggested that even if cases go well in the storytelling stage, this 

‘positive’ atmosphere can be lost if a victim and an offender are not actively involved in 

the outcome discussion. Similarly, the model does not consider other possible 

combinations, such as low reintegrative shaming and high procedural justice. I consider 

possibilities other than those shown in Table 1 unlikely because reintegrative shaming 

and procedural justice may be interlinked, resulting in a similar process and outcomes 

(Barnes et al., 2015). I also attempt to avoid ‘unnecessary’ complexity in my model for 

analytical purposes, because, as Piggott and Wood (2018) observed, the sample size in 

RJ research tends to be small.  
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Second, my model is built on reoffending research. With few exceptions, most 

existing studies on RJ represent reoffending research. For this reason, I could not 

develop my model based on desistance-oriented research, although the focus of the 

analysis in my thesis aligns with desistance research. Nevertheless, my model can be 

used for desistance research because it allows examining how different conference 

trajectories may result in different offending trajectories. 

2.6. Research Questions and Aims 

In this thesis, drawing on the holistic process of RJ conferencing for offenders, I 

address the following two research questions: (1) How and why may RJ conferencing 

support change towards desistance? and (2) How should change towards desistance be 

measured and evaluated in research on RJ conferencing?  

2.6.1. Research Questions 

2.6.1.1. Question 1 

Desistance research on RJ conferencing is relatively new. The number of existing 

empirical studies is limited. The question of how and why RJ conferencing may or may 

not be linked to change towards desistance remains relatively unknown; specifically, 

how and why RJ conferencing may support change towards desistance.  

In this research, I aim to fill this gap in the literature. I intend to advance the 

theoretical link between RJ conferencing and change towards desistance. In particular, 

as in the victim journey towards recovery through RJ conferencing developed by Daly 

(2008a),15 I seek to establish a concept of offender journey towards desistance by 

 
15 This concept is elaborated in Chapter 5. In short, it shows how victims experience crime and RJ 

conferencing and how their experiences are linked to their recovery. 
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identifying how and why desistance trajectories through RJ conferencing may differ 

between cases. 

2.6.1.2. Question 2 

Although scholars have agreed that desistance is a process, not an event (Bushway 

et al., 2001; Laub and Sampson, 2001; Loeber et al., 2016), Kazemian (2015) noted that 

most existing studies adopt a prevalent measure of offending. Such a measure may not 

be appropriate to capture change towards desistance (Bushway et al., 2003; Rocque, 

2017) because offenders tend to experience lapses and relapses of offending until 

complete cessation (Abrams and Terry, 2017; Lussier et al., 2015). To identify a 

complex process of desistance, moving beyond a prevalence measure of post-

conference offending may be necessary (van Ginneken and Hart, 2017). It is preferable 

to employ various operationalisations of offending patterns towards desistance, such as 

reduction of frequency of offending or decreased seriousness of offending. These 

measures may help to better capture change towards desistance (Kazemian, 2007; 

Massoglia and Uggen, 2007; Mulvey et al., 2004).  

This debate is relevant to desistance research on RJ conferencing. To my 

knowledge, with few exceptions (Claes and Shapland, 2016; Lauwaert and Aertsen, 

2016; Marsh and Maruna, 2016), existing research on RJ conferencing has focused on a 

prevalence measure of post-conference offending, and time to reoffend. To overcome 

this problem, drawing on the new desistance framework, I employ six different 

measures of offending patterns towards desistance: a prevalence measure of post-

conference offending, change in frequency between pre- and post-conference offending, 

change in the number of offence types between pre- and post-conference offending, 

change in seriousness between pre- and post-conference offending, time frame to 

reoffend, and an integrated measure of offending patterns towards desistance. I 
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investigate whether these vary in terms of identifying which aspects of RJ conferencing 

facilitate change towards desistance. 

2.6.2. Research Aims 

By addressing the two research questions, I seek to achieve the following two aims. 

First, I intend to advance the theoretical understanding of the relationship between RJ 

conferencing and change towards desistance. By quantitatively examining change 

towards desistance through RJ conferencing, my research intends to shed light on which 

aspects of RJ conferencing may support change towards desistance. By analysing in-

depth qualitative data on how offenders experienced the RJ conferencing process, I seek 

to advance understanding of why RJ conferencing may support change towards 

desistance. 

I also aim to add to the desistance literature by exploring various measures of 

offending patterns towards desistance. There is a variety of measures to examine 

desistance (Bersani and Doherty, 2018; Kazemian, 2007; McNeill et al., 2012). By 

employing different measures of offending patterns towards desistance, I aim to offer 

insights into how change towards desistance should be measured and evaluated in 

research on RJ conferencing. 

2.7. Summary of Literature Review 

This chapter reviewed the literature on RJ conferencing and desistance. I first 

discussed how desistance research differs from reoffending research in terms of its 

focus on measuring offending patterns towards desistance. I demonstrated that the 

extant literature on RJ conferencing has predominantly comprised reoffending research. 

Drawing on the compatibility of RJ conferencing and desistance, I then argued that it is 

necessary to conduct desistance research on RJ conferencing. To conduct desistance 

research on RJ conferencing, I developed the holistic process model. Building on this 
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model, I offered two research questions: (1) how and why RJ conferencing may support 

change towards desistance and (2) how change towards desistance should be measured 

and evaluated in research on RJ conferencing. By exploring these two questions, I 

intend to (1) advance understanding of the relationship between RJ conferencing and 

desistance and (2) add to the desistance literature by exploring various measures of 

offending patterns towards desistance. 
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Chapter 3 Methodology 

3.1. Introduction 

This research employs a mixed-methods approach to examine change towards 

desistance through RJ conferencing. The first research question—how and why RJ 

conferencing support may change towards desistance—contains two types of questions. 

They require different methodological approaches. A quantitative method is most 

appropriate in analysing how RJ conferencing may be linked to change towards 

desistance because it allows for examining the relationship between factors (Creswell, 

2014). Qualitative research is more suitable for examining social processes, and the 

meaning attached to these processes (Creswell, 2014); for example, in the case of why 

offenders’ views on RJ conferencing are related to change towards desistance. 

Therefore, a mixed-methods approach is necessary, and my research involves two 

studies. 

In this chapter, I start by explaining my use of the SAJJ data. I then discuss which 

sub-sample groups in the SAJJ data I use for each of my studies. This is followed by a 

description of the methodology of Study A that quantitatively reanalyses the SAJJ data 

in terms of measures, analytical strategy and strategy to ensure the quality of measures. 

I also describe the methodology of Study B, which qualitatively reanalyses the SAJJ 

data in terms of measures, analytical strategy and strategies to ensure trustworthiness. I 

conclude with the contributions and limitations of my research. 

3.2. Data 

This research employs data from the SAJJ project. Because the concept of readiness 

refers to offenders’ attitudes, emotional dispositions towards and knowledge about RJ 

conferencing and the other parties before a face-to-face meeting, I required instruments 

that asked about young persons’ (YPs’) perceptions of the conference and victim before 
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the conference itself. Unlike other available data on RJ conferencing, such as RISE 

(Sherman et al., 2001) or BRPE (McCold and Watchtel, 2000), the SAJJ data contain 

measures for the key concept in my research, readiness, that examined the offenders’ 

attitudes and perceptions before the RJ conferencing process (Daly et al., 1998).  

The SAJJ project, led by Professor Kathleen Daly (Daly, 2001; Daly et al., 1998), 

addressed three questions:  

1. Are the dimensions of restorativeness—‘the degree of the movement and 

understanding between victim and offender’ (Daly, 2001, p. 60)—and procedural 

justice present in RJ conferencing? 

2. Do judgements of these concepts differ in terms of victims’ and offenders’ 

demographics and other factors, such as offence type and conference location? 

3. Is the ‘success’ of RJ conferencing relevant to future behaviours and wellbeing 

of offenders and victims? 

The SAJJ data were gathered from RJ conferences in two areas of South Australia: 

metropolitan Adelaide and rural areas Port Augusta and Whyalla (Daly, 2001; Daly et 

al., 1998). Between March and June 1998, all SAJJ offence-eligible conferences were 

observed by the SAJJ project members. There were two types of offences eligible for 

the SAJJ project (Daly, 2001, p. 7). The first comprised ‘all personal crimes of 

violence’ including (sexual) assaults and robbery. The second comprised ‘the more 

serious kinds of property offences (for example, breaking, theft of a motor vehicle, 

property damage) that had individual victims or community organisations as victims 

(such as schools, hospitals, housing trusts)’ (Daly, 2001, p. 7). The SAJJ project did not 

focus on victimless crimes, such as drug offences and driving offences, or less serious 

property crimes such as larceny (Daly, 2001). 

The SAJJ project involved multiple data collection methods in two phases (Daly, 

2001; Daly et al., 1998). In 1998, the first year of data collection, using the Briefing-
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Observation Protocol (BOP), the SAJJ researchers observed 89 conferences involving 

107 YPs and 89 victims. In addition to a briefing with the conference coordinator based 

on their case preparation, the BOP contains measures of how the conference was 

introduced by the conference coordinator and how the YP and victim acted during the 

conference, particularly in terms of restorativeness, procedural justice and power 

imbalances caused by gender and racial-ethnic identity. The conference coordinator and 

police officer who attended the SAJJ conferences also completed a self-administered 

survey about their judgements of the conferences they attended. These surveys used 

similar items as those in the BOP, but the survey for the conference coordinator 

contained measures of how they prepared for the case, including contact with YPs and 

victims before the conference.  

After the conferences were observed, the SAJJ researchers conducted face-to-face 

interviews with 93 YPs and 79 victims who attended the SAJJ conferences. The 

interviews were conducted on average 27 days after the conference for YPs and 33 days 

after the conference for victims (time 1 interviews). The time 1 interviews explored 

what the YPs and victims expected would happen at the conference, how they perceived 

the conference process and how they felt towards the other party before and after the 

conference. The time 1 interviews were audio-recorded. The time 1 interview questions 

were largely structured, but there were also some open-ended questions. Responses to 

the open-ended questions were transcribed by SAJJ researchers. The time 1 interviews 

with YPs lasted 23–70 minutes and those with victims lasted 25–100 minutes.  

In 1999, the second phase of the SAJJ project, the researchers again conducted 

interviews with YPs and victims in the SAJJ conferences (Daly, 2001). Eighty-eight 

YPs and 73 victims were re-interviewed approximately one year after the conference 

(time 2 interviews). The time 2 interview asked about YPs’ and victims’ recollections of 

the conference, perceptions of apologies, feelings towards the other party, and 
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behaviour and wellbeing after the conference. Like the time 1 interviews, these 

interviews were audio-recorded. The time 2 interviews contained both closed-ended and 

open-ended questions. Responses to the open-ended questions were transcribed by SAJJ 

researchers. The median length of interviews was 45 minutes for YPs and 65 for 

victims.  

For my research, I analysed the data of primary YPs collected from the BOP, time 1 

interview and time 2 interview. I also used the police record to examine the post-

conference offending. Offending histories of all the YPs were originally gathered by 

SAJJ researchers up to March 1999 with cooperation from the South Australian Police 

(Daly, 2001). Since subsequent data gathering for post-conference offending in the 

police record was conducted by the SAJJ project leader, Professor Kathleen Daly, the 

offending record is now available until September 2003. I coded the new dataset of 

post-conference offending for my research.  

3.3. Sample 

The SAJJ data include four groups of YPs: (1) all YPs (n = 107); (2) all primary 

YPs (n = 89), (3) primary YPs interviewed in time 1 (n = 77) and (4) primary YPs 

interviewed in time 1 and time 2 (n = 72). Primary YP means ‘one designated … 

offender when there were multiple offenders’ (Hayes and Daly, 2003, p. 743, emphasis 

in the original). Of the 89 conferences observed in the SAJJ project, 13 (15%) had two 

or more YPs (Daly, 2001). In these conferences, ‘the behavior and interactions’ of the 

primary YPs were observed and recorded during the conference (Hayes and Daly, 2003, 

p. 743).  

Because I needed the BOP dataset to analyse which elements of the conference 

process were associated with change towards desistance, I focused on the primary YPs 

whose behaviours were observed in the SAJJ conferences. Specifically, I used two 



46 

 

groups of primary YPs for each of my studies.16 For Study A, I limited my analysis to 

the primary YPs who were interviewed at time 1 (n = 77) because variables to measure 

the key concepts in my research, such as readiness and accountability, were asked only 

in the time 1 interview (Daly et al., 1998). For Study B, I focused on the primary YPs 

who were interviewed at time 1 and time 2 (n = 72) because the YPs’ attitudes towards 

offending could be asked only in the time 2 interview (Daly, 2001). Their perceptions 

on offending are important for Study B because examining the process of desistance 

needs to explore offenders’ ‘thoughts, emotions, identity traits, and feelings that change 

as social circumstances do’ (Cooley and Sample, 2018, p. 498). Identification of what 

Maruna et al. (2004a, p. 19) called ‘secondary desistance’—‘the movement from the 

behaviour of non-offending to the assumption of the role or identify of a “changed 

person”’—requires examination of how offenders view RJ conferencing in light of their 

desistance process. 

3.4. Study A 

3.4.1 Measures 

In Study A, based on the holistic process model I set forth in Chapter 2, I examined 

the question of which aspects of RJ conferencing may support change towards 

desistance, as well as how these vary between different measures of offending patterns 

 
16 The response rates in the SAJJ dataset were high. Some 87% of all YPs (N = 107) and 89% of all 

victims (N = 89) participated in the time 1 interview. Of those who participated in the time 1 interview, 

95% of YPs (N = 93) and 92% of victims (N = 79) participated in the time 2 interview. Consequently, the 

response rates of primary YPs were also high. Of 89 primary YPs, 77 primary YPs (87%) participated in 

the time 1 interview. Among those who participated in the time 1 interview (N = 77), 72 primary YPs 

(81%) participated in the time 2 interview. Because of these high response rates, there is no substantial 

difference between the full and sub-samples of primary YPs in terms of their demographics. I discuss this 

in 4.2. Descriptive Statistics for Study A and 5.2.3. Summary of the Classifications for Study B. 
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towards desistance. To answer these questions, I re-coded the SAJJ data. Although most 

of the SAJJ variables were originally on a four-point Likert scale, I dichotomised17 

these variables to be consistent and comparative with the existing SAJJ findings (e.g. 

Hayes and Daly, 2003; Daly, 2003). For the same reason, I also used single-item 

measures to construct each concept in my statistical analysis rather than scales (i.e. 

multiple-item measures) (Hayes and Daly, 2003).18  

3.4.1.1. Offender- and Offence-related Variables 

Table 2 shows a list of variables to measure offender- and offence-related variables.  

Table 2 Variables to measure offender- and offence-related variables 

Offender- and offence-related variables 

• Age: 10–14 years old (= 0) or 15–18 years old (= 1) 

• Gender: female (= 0) or male (= 1) 

• Real offence: others (= 0) or punch-up (= 1) 

• Racial-ethnic identity: no (= 0) or Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander (= 1) 

• Residential stability: 1 or 2 home addresses (= 0) or 3 or more (= 1) 

 

In my holistic process model, the offender- and offence-related factors consist of 

three variables: age, gender (i.e. female or male) and real offence. To distinguish very 

young from young offenders, age was dichotomised into 10–14 years old (=0) and 15–

 
17 Although some note negative consequences of dichotomisation, such as loss of information (Dawson 

and Weiss, 2012; MacCallum et al., 2002; Ravichandran and Fitzmaurice, 2008), others cautiously justify 

its use (Dupuy and Nassar, 2014; Fedorov et al., 2009; VanderWeele et al., 2011). 

18 To justify my use of single-item measures, I conducted a supplemental analysis by using scales of 

readiness. 
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18 years old (= 1).19 The real offence was dichotomised into punch-ups and others 

because punch-up cases tend to have less ‘positive’ outcomes (Daly, 2008b).  

In addition to these variables, I added two additional offender-related variables. The 

first is racial-ethnic identity (0 = no; 1 = Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander).20 The 

second is residential stability, represented by the number of home addresses recorded in 

the police record. Although these are not included in the holistic process model, I 

incorporated these offender-related variables in my analysis because Hayes and Daly 

(2003), as well as other studies (see 2.3. Reoffending Research on RJ Conferencing), 

showed an association between these variables and post-conference offending 

behaviours. Following Hayes and Daly (2003), residential stability was dichotomised 

into one or two home addresses, assigned value 0, and three or more, assigned value 1.  

3.4.1.2. Readiness 

The concept of readiness refers to an offender’s attitude, emotional disposition 

towards and knowledge of RJ conferencing and the other parties before a face-to-face 

meeting. To measure each dimension of readiness required variables that asked about a 

YP’s perception of the conference and victim before the conference. According to this 

 
19 In addition to maintaining consistency in the analytical strategy with Hayes and Daly (2003), 

dichotomisation for the variable of age was necessary due to the small sample size. For more discussion 

on this limitation, see 7.5. Limitations of the Thesis and Implications for Research.  

20 While the SAJJ research asked YPs if they consider themselves a member of another culture or 

ethnicity, the percentage of ‘yes’ (8%, n = 77) was smaller than that of YPs identifying themselves as 

Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander (10%). Hence, due to the smaller sample that led to high standard 

errors (see 4.4.1.2. Ratio of Case to Variables and 4.4.7. Supplemental Analyses), I did not include other 

ethnicities in my analysis. This decision also aligns with my purpose to maintain consistency with Hayes 

and Daly (2003) who only used the variable of Indigeneity in their analysis.   
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criterion, I chose variables from the SAJJ time 1 YP interview (Daly et al., 1998). These 

interview questions were asked after the conferencing in the SAJJ project (Daly et al., 

1998). Table 3 presents a list of variables to measure readiness dimensions. All the 

items asked about a YP’s perception, attitude and knowledge before the conference. As 

discussed in the previous chapter, the concept of readiness consists of three dimensions: 

orientation, emotion and preparedness. 

Table 3 Variables to measure readiness dimensions 

Orientation Emotion Preparation 

• Whether attending the 

conference was own choice 

(0 = no, 1 = yes)21 

• Whether YPs felt sorry for 

what they had done before 

the conference (0 = no, 1 = 

yes) 

• Whether the conference was 

important to YPs before the 

conference (0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether YPs felt sorry for 

victims before the 

conference (0 = no, 1 = yes)  

• Whether YPs thought about 

what to do or say to victims 

before the conference (0 = 

no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether YPs felt scared 

about what would happen at 

the conference before the 

conference (0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether YPs felt angry 

about the incident before the 

conference (0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether YPs felt frightened 

of victims before the 

conference (0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether YPs were given 

information on what would 

happen at the conference 

before the conference (0 = no, 

1 = yes) 

• Whether YPs were given 

information on what was 

expected of them at the 

conference before the 

conference (0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether YPs were given 

information on possible 

outcomes of the conference 

before the conference (0 = no, 

1 = yes) 

 

For the dimension of orientation, five variables were selected because the 

dimension of orientation indicates the extent to which YPs were interested in 

communicating with and making amends to victims before the conference. These 

variables include voluntary participation, remorse for the offence, the importance of the 

conference, remorse towards the victim and self-preparation for the conference.   

 
21 Since RJ conferencing for youth offenders in Australia is mainly used as a diversion (Daly and Hayes, 

2001), offender voluntariness may be compromised due to fear of punishment from refusing to participate 

in RJ conferencing. For more discussion on the voluntariness of youth offenders, see Suzuki and Wood 

(2018).   
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For the dimension of emotion, three variables were chosen because the dimension 

of emotion indicates the extent to which YPs were emotionally stable before the 

conference. These variables include fear of the conference, anger towards the incident 

and fear of the victim. 

For the indicators of preparation, three variables were chosen because the 

dimension of preparation indicates the extent to which YPs understood the conference 

aims before the conference. These variables include whether YPs received information 

on the conference process, information on their expected role in the conference and 

information on possible outcomes of the conference. 

3.4.1.3. Conference Process 

Conference process consists of two theories: reintegrative shaming and procedural 

justice. To measure these two theories, I used the SAJJ observational data (Daly et al., 

1998). Table 4 presents a list of variables to measure these. 

Table 4 Variables to measure reintegrative shaming and procedural justice 

Reintegrative shaming Procedural justice 

• Whether YPs apologised spontaneously at the 

conference (0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether YPs were observed to be remorseful 

(0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether YPs understood the impact of the 

offence on victims (0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether victims understood the YPs’ 

situation (0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether there was a positive movement in 

words between YPs and victims (0 = no, 1 = 

yes) 

• Whether there was a positive movement 

symbolically between YPs and victims (e.g. 

shaking hands) (0 = no, 1 = yes)  

• Whether the agreement plan was 

characterised as genuine consensus (0 = no, 1 

= yes) 

• Whether a police officer treated YPs with 

respect (0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether YPs were respectful towards a 

police officer (0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether the conference coordinator permitted 

every participant to have a say (0 = no, 1 = 

yes) 

• Whether the conference coordinator seemed 

impartial (0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether YPs understood why their offences 

led to the conference outcomes (0 = no, 1 = 

yes) 

• Whether the process in deciding the 

agreement plan was fair (0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether the conference coordinator 

negotiated the agreement plan well (0 = no, 1 

= yes) 

• Whether there was an appearance of 

‘powerless youth in a roomful of adults’ (0 = 

no, 1 = yes) 
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One problem in selecting the variables to measure reintegrative shaming in Study A 

was that the SAJJ project did not intend to test reintegrative shaming because it did not 

aim to compare conference and court outcomes (Daly et al., 1998). I had to choose 

‘alternative’ measures of the conference process for Study A. To select such alternative 

measures, I drew on Hipple et al. (2014) because they also used alternative measures of 

the conference process to examine the effect of reintegrative shaming in RJ 

conferencing on post-conference offending by using the IJRJE, which also did not 

intend to test reintegrative shaming. In their study, they used alternative measures of the 

conference process ‘such as the offending youth apologizing to the victim and the 

supporter, expressions of remorse, and understanding of harm’, and indicators such as 

‘the victim and the group expressing forgiveness toward the offending youth, and 

overall satisfaction and reintegration’ (Hipple et al., 2014, p. 1140). I chose Hipple et 

al.’s (2014) alternative measures because their findings demonstrated a link between 

their alternative measures and lack of post-conference offending. The SAJJ project 

aimed to examine the effect of variability of the conference process on post-conference 

offending, and thus, the SAJJ dataset includes variables to choose as alternative 

measures of the conference process. 

Following Hipple et al.’s (2014) selection of alternative measures, I selected the 

following variables in Study A (see Table 4): YP’s apology, observed remorse in YPs, 

YP’s understanding of the impact of the crime, victim’s understanding of YP’s 

situation, a positive movement—‘expression of a mutual understanding or regard for the 

other, which develops over the course of the conference’ (Daly, 2003b, p.224)—by 

words or symbolically (e.g. shaking hands).22 Since there were not appropriate measures 

 
22 These variables overlap with those originally developed to measure restorativeness (Hayes and Daly, 

2003).  
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to test reintegrative shaming within the SAJJ dataset, the findings of Study A should be 

interpreted cautiously.23 

To select the variables to measure procedural justice, I followed Hayes and Daly 

(2003), who examined the SAJJ data in terms of how RJ conferencing was linked to 

lack of reoffending (see Table 4). Procedural justice was measured by: 

observing how the conference was managed (i.e., whether the 

participants treated one another respectfully, if the coordinator permitted 

everyone to have a say, if the coordinator seemed impartial, if the 

coordinator negotiated the outcome well, if the offender appeared 

“powerless,” if the offender understood the relationship between the 

offence and the outcome, or if the outcome was decided by “genuine 

consensus”) (Hayes and Daly, 2003, p. 740).  

3.4.1.4. Process Dynamics 

Process dynamics has three elements: victim presence (0 = no, 1 = yes), behaviours 

of YP supporters and behaviours of the conference coordinator. Table 5 provides a list 

of variables to measure the behaviours of YP supporters and the conference coordinator.  

Table 5 Variables to measure the behaviours of YP supporters and the conference coordinator 

YP supporters Conference coordinator 

• Whether YP supporters had a balanced view 

of the YP (0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether YP supporters were respectful 

towards a police officer (0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether YP supporters had the interest of the 

YP at heart (0 = no, 1 = yes)  

• Whether YP supporters were unable to 

control the YP (0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether the conference coordinator was 

prepared (0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether the conference coordinator managed 

the conference movement well (0 = no, 1 = 

yes) 

 

 

 
23 For more discussions on the limitation of testing reintegrative shaming with the SAJJ dataset, see 6.2.1. 

How Can RJ Conferencing Support Change towards Desistance?. 
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To measure these behaviours, I used the SAJJ observational data (Daly et al., 

1998). The behaviours of YP supporters were measured by the extent to which they 

were supportive of YPs. The variables to measure the behaviours of YP supporters 

included having a balanced view, respect towards the police officer, care for YPs and 

ability to control YPs. The behaviours of the conference coordinator were measured by 

the extent to which the coordinator was prepared for the conference and how well the 

coordinator managed the dialogue. The variables to measure the behaviours of the 

conference coordinator included preparation and management.  

3.4.1.5. Immediate Outcomes 

Immediate outcomes include accountability, legitimacy and offering an apology. 

Variables to measure these were drawn from the BOP and the SAJJ time 1 YP 

interviews (Daly et al., 1998) (see Table 6). 

Table 6 Variables to measure legitimacy, accountability and apology 

Accountability Legitimacy Apology 

• Whether YPs felt sorry for 

victims after the conference 

(0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether listening to victims’ 

or victim representatives’ 

story had an impact on YPs 

(0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether YPs had a better 

understanding of how their 

behaviours affected the 

victims (0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether what happened at 

the conference would 

encourage YPs to obey the 

law in the future (0 = no, 1 = 

yes) 

• Whether YPs felt that they 

would likely be involved in a 

serious offence in the future 

(0 = no, 1 = yes) 

• Whether YPs’ respect for the 

legal system decreased or did 

not change (= 0), or increased 

(= 1) 

• Whether YPs’ respect for the 

police decreased or did not 

change (= 0), or increased (= 

1) 

• Whether YPs’ respect for the 

law decreased or did not 

change (= 0), or increased (= 

1) 

• Whether YPs offered an 

apology (0 = no, 1 = yes) 

 

Accountability was measured by the extent to which the conference affected YPs’ 

understanding of the impact of their offending. Based on the YP time 1 interviews, the 
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variables to measure this included remorse, the influence of victims’ or victim 

representatives’ story, understanding of the impact of crime and perceived likelihood of 

future offending.  

Legitimacy was measured by the extent to which YPs’ attitudes towards authority 

changed after the conference. Based on the YP time 1 interviews, the variables to 

measure this included whether YPs’ respect for (1) the legal system, (2) the police and 

(3) the law decreased or did not change, or increased. Offering an apology was 

measured according to whether YPs apologised at the conference. This variable was 

based on the BOP. 

3.4.1.6. Intermediate Outcome 

Intermediate outcome comprised only one variable: compliance with the agreement 

plan24 (0 = not completed, 1 = completed). This was measured by whether YPs 

completed the agreement plan, based on the SAJJ time 2 YP interviews (Daly, 2001).   

3.4.1.7. Long-term Outcomes 

To examine desistance as a long-term outcome of RJ conferencing for Study A, I 

employed five distinct measures of offending patterns towards desistance:  

1. a prevalence measure of any post-conference offending 

2. change in frequency between pre- and post-conference offending 

3. change in the variety of offence type between pre- and post-conference 

offending 

4. change in seriousness between pre- and post-conference offending 

 
24 In RJ conferencing, a victim and an offender are expected to come to an agreement as to how the harms 

caused by the crime can best be addressed. In the agreement plan, offenders are asked to do something to 

make up for what they have done to victims, such as offering an apology, and restitution (Hayes et al., 

2014). 
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5. time to reoffend.  

To be consistent with the original reoffending analysis in the SAJJ project (Hayes 

and Daly, 2003), offending is defined as an arrest.25  

For the measures of frequency, variety and seriousness, I compared changes 

between pre- and post-conference offending. This methodological approach differs from 

existing research on RJ conferencing and reoffending. For example, for the frequency 

measure, most studies have measured the number of occasions of post-conference 

offending (Bergseth and Bouffard, 2007; Jones, 2009; Piggott, 2014). I employed a 

different way of measuring this from the standard way because my primary aim was not 

merely to examine whether RJ conferencing has an impact on preventing reoffending; 

rather, following the discussion in the previous chapter of the ‘new’ desistance 

framework on ‘how change works’ rather than ‘what works’ (see Daly and Marchetti, 

2019; also Maruna and Lebel, 2010), my purpose was to capture the process of change 

towards desistance, if any, through RJ conferencing.  

Comparing the frequency, variety and seriousness of pre- and post-conference 

offending is more appropriate than merely examining the number, level, nature and 

 
25 While self-report offending is available in the SAJJ project, there are two reasons why I focused on 

police-recorded offending. First, quantitative research on youth offending historically rely on official 

records (Thornberry and Krohn, 2000). This approach is understandable given the limited memory 

capacity among young offenders, as they may not be able to properly recall the offending events (Piquero 

et al., 2014). Indeed, their limited memory capacity is evidence in my thesis because the findings of Study 

B showed that those who were heavily involved in post-conferencing offending were less likely to 

remember the conferencing process one year after the conference (see 5.5.3. YP Perceptions Towards 

Post-Conference Offending at the Time 1 and Time 2 Interviews). Second, the availability of self-report 

offending is limited to approximately one year after the conferencing. Examining desistance trajectories 

require a longer follow-up to identify temporary lulls in offending (Hanson, 2018). Hence, to align with 

existing literature I rely on the official police record to evaluate desistance through RJ conferencing.  
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quality of post-conference offending, for two reasons. First, although how to identify 

change towards desistance varies, ‘[b]roadly speaking, desistance is a decline over time’ 

(Mulvey et al., 2004, p. 219); thus, measures to capture decreases in offending are 

needed. Second, although scholars argue that desistance research should focus on 

persistent offenders with multiple offending histories to capture change towards 

desistance (Bushway et al., 2003; Farrington, 2007; Kazemian, 2007; Shapland et al., 

2016), application of RJ conferencing for this type of offender is not common. As in the 

cases in the SAJJ dataset (see Daly, 2001), RJ conferencing is often used for offenders 

who commit minor/moderate offences (Hoyle and Rosenblatt, 2016; Shapland, 2014; 

Wood and Suzuki, 2016). Therefore, comparing pre- and post-conference offending 

may be more appropriate to capture change towards desistance rather than merely 

examining the number, level, nature and quality of post-conference offending. 

Before turning to each measure, it is also important to note the follow-up period, as 

I used two different follow-up periods to measure offending patterns towards 

desistance. Although YPs were originally followed-up for 8–12 months after SAJJ 

conferences in Hayes and Daly (2003), their offending histories are now available until 

8 September 2003. I coded this new dataset of post-conference offending for my 

research. A summary of the follow-up period is as follows: 

• mean = 1,963 days (approximately 5.3 years) 

• standard deviation = 29 days 

• maximum = 2,016 days (approximately 5.5 years) 

• minimum = 1,900 days (approximately 5.2 years). 

The length of the follow-up period varied between YPs. To avoid the problem 

caused by unequal follow-up periods between YPs (Piggott and Wood, 2018), I 
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standardised the follow-up period into two categories: 1-year and 5-year26 follow-up 

periods. I chose the 1-year follow-up because some scholars have argued that most post-

conference offences may occur shortly after the conference (Hayes and Daly, 2003; 

Maxwell and Morris, 2001). I selected the 5-year follow-up because a longer follow-up 

period is also needed to examine the long-term impact of RJ on change towards 

desistance. According to Hanson (2018) review of recent desistance research, a 5-year 

crime-free period should be sufficient to assess complete cessation of offending for 

young offenders. Thus, long-term outcomes were measured one year and five years after 

the SAJJ conferences respectively.  

3.4.1.7.1. Prevalence Measure of Post-Conference Offending 

The first measure of post-conference offending patterns is the prevalence measure 

of arrest for post-conference offending. To determine if an offence should be counted, I 

referred to the Australian and New Zealand Standard Offence Classification (ANZSOC) 

(Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), 2011); if the offence was listed in ANZSOC, it 

was counted. Similar to Hayes and Daly (2003, p. 741), breaches of bail agreement or 

bond were not counted because they did not reflect a fresh incident. Rearrest for 

reoffending was coded as 1, and lack of reoffending as 0. 

3.4.1.7.2. Change In Frequency Between Pre- and Post-Conference Offending 

The second measure is the change in frequency between pre- and post-conference 

offending. To depict such change, I subtracted the number of occasions of pre-

conference offending from the number of occasions of post-conference offending 

(Jones, 2009). A positive number means the frequency of post-conference offending 

increased compared with that of pre-conference offending. Negative numbers indicate 

 
26 To count five years after SAJJ conferences, I added 1,826 days, not 1,825 days, because the year 2000 

was a leap year (and thus had 366 days). 
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that the frequency of post-conference offending decreased compared with that of pre-

conference offending. A score of 0 indicates no change in frequency between pre- and 

post-conference offending (Jones, 2009). These scores were dichotomised into 1, 

indicating an increase in the frequency measure, and 0, indicating a decrease or no 

change in the frequency of offending. 

3.4.1.7.3. Change In Variety Between Pre- and Post-Conference Offending 

The third measure is a change in variety (i.e. the number of different offence types) 

of pre- and post-conference offending. According to Piggott and Wood (2018), variety 

in offence types is often not examined in RJ studies. As Loeber et al. (2016, p. 87) 

argued, however, ‘narrowing down of individuals’ offence types’ can also suggest that 

offenders are on the path to desistance.  

Some offending activities consist of multiple charges, such as theft and resisting the 

police (Hayes and Daly, 2003). When multiple offences existed in one offending 

activity, based on the National Offence Index (NOI) (ABS, 2009), which ranks offences 

in ANZSOC according to seriousness, I re-coded the most serious offence as the 

offence type to represent the entire offence activity (ABS, 2011). Following the same 

procedure to measure changes in frequency between pre- and post-conference offending 

(c.f. Jones, 2009), I created a dichotomous variable to indicate a change in variety 

between pre- and post-conference offending (0 = decrease or no change; 1 = increase). 

3.4.1.7.4. Change In Seriousness Between Pre- and Post-Conference Offending 

The fourth measure is a change in the seriousness of pre- and post-conference 

offending. Similar to the strategy for a variety of offending, when multiple offences 

were present in one offending activity, I coded the most serious offence as the offence 

type to represent that offence activity. When YPs were involved in multiple offending 

activities at different levels of seriousness, the highest level of seriousness was re-coded 
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to represent overall offence activity (e.g. if a YP was arrested for burglary and theft on 

different occasions in the post-conference phase, the burglary was used to define the 

seriousness of the overall post-conference offending) (ABS, 2011). Comparing the 

seriousness of pre- and post-conference offending based on the NOI (Jones, 2009), I 

created a dichotomous variable to indicate changes in seriousness (0 = decrease or no 

change; 1 = increase). 

3.4.1.7.5. Time to Reoffend 

The final measure I used was time to reoffend. To measure this, I coded the number 

of days between the SAJJ conference and the first reoffending. When YPs engaged in 

no reoffending during the follow-up periods, the number of days between the SAJJ 

conference and the end of the follow-up periods (i.e. 365 days for the 1-year follow-up 

and 1,826 days for 5-year follow-up) were re-coded (Smith and Weatherburn, 2012). No 

YPs were placed in custody before their first post-conference offending during the 1-

year follow-up period. For the 5-year follow-up period, one YP (98-423)27 experienced 

six-week detention between the SAJJ conference and the first reoffending in line with 

the adjudication for the pre-conference offending. In this case, the time spent in custody 

(i.e. 42 days) was deducted from the number of days between the SAJJ conference and 

the first reoffending (i.e. 91 days). The crime-free days between the SAJJ conference 

and the first reoffence during the follow-up periods were skewed, even after log 

transformation; therefore, following Piggott (2014), I used untransformed crime-free 

periods. 

3.4.2. Analytical Strategy 

In Study A, I explored which aspects of RJ conferencing facilitated change towards 

desistance and if these varied according to the different measures of offending patterns 

 
27 This number indicates the SAJJ identification number of the YP. 
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towards desistance. I focused on the sub-sample of primary YPs in the SAJJ data 

(n = 77) for the quantitative analysis because YPs’ attitudes towards offending could be 

asked only in the time 2 interviews. Therefore, I first calculated descriptive statistics to 

investigate if any differences existed between the full sample and sub-sample of YPs in 

terms of the selected offender- and offence-related variables and the measures of 

offending patterns towards desistance.  

I then conducted a bivariate analysis between the above variables and the measures 

of offending patterns towards desistance. As for other studies (e.g. Maxwell and Morris, 

2001; LeBel et al., 2008), because of the small sample, the purpose of this analysis was 

to reduce the number of variables to be incorporated in the following multivariate 

analysis by identifying variables relevant to the research aims. The Phi coefficient 

measures the strength of association between two dichotomous variables (Allen, 2017). 

Because both the selected variables and the measures of offending patterns towards 

desistance in Study A are dichotomous and categorical measures, I used the Phi 

coefficient to assess the strength of association for the prevalence measure of post-

conference offending and the measures of change in frequency, variety and seriousness. 

Because the measure of time to reoffend indicates an offence-free period, the Kaplan–

Meier estimator was used to assess ‘survival probability’ during the follow-up period 

(i.e. no reoffending) (Gijbels, 2011) and to identify a significant bivariate relationship.  

Using significant bivariate relationships, I conducted multiple regression analyses. 

Logistic regression is used to assess the relationship between independent variables and 

a dichotomous dependent variable (Field, 2013). In line with their dichotomous nature, I 

adopted logistic regression for the prevalence measure of post-conference offending and 

the measures of change in frequency, variety and seriousness. Cox regression is used to 

assess the association between survival time and independent variables (Bagiella, 2012). 

Because I aimed to estimate survival time (i.e. no post-conference offending) over the 
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follow-up periods and to identify significant relationships with multiple variables, I 

employed a Cox regression for the measure of time to reoffend. Before conducting 

multiple regression analyses, I checked whether the standard regression assumptions 

were met (see 4.4.1. Assumptions and Limitations of Regression). 

Due to the small sample size in the SAJJ dataset, the conventional cut-off point of 

statistical significance (i.e. p < .05) generally used in social science research may be too 

strict (see Sherman, Strang, and Woods, 2000; Piggott and Wood, 2018) because the p-

value is influenced by sample size (Trafimow et al., 2018; Wasserstein and Lazar, 

2016). This limitation may be more pertinent here because, unlike Hayes and Daly’s 

(2003) analysis of the SAJJ data, I used the sub-sample of primary YPs. Drawing on 

other examples (Hayes and Daly, 2003; Hipple et al., 2014; LeBel et al., 2008), I 

therefore extended the cut-off point to p < .10 to include near statistical significance. 

However, I did not limit my judgement on statistical significance solely to the p-value. 

When assessing the p-value, I also closely examined effect size because, as noted in a 

statement from the American Statistical Association (Wasserstein and Lazar, 2016, p. 

132), ‘[s]maller p-values do not necessarily imply the presence of larger or more 

important effects, and larger p-values do not imply a lack of importance or even lack of 

effect’. The effect size also needs to be examined because ‘large effects may produce 

unimpressive p-values if the sample size is small’ (Wasserstein and Lazar, 2016, p. 

132), which may be the case for the results in Study A. Depending on the effect size, the 

assessment of p-value may be better ‘relaxed’ to include near statistically significant 

results, because of the small sample size in Study A. To aid readers to assess the results, 

following the statement from the American Statistical Association (Wasserstein and 

Lazar, 2016), I report all the relevant statistics in my results. 



62 

 

3.4.3. Quality of the Measures 

Validity captures ‘whether a measure that is devised of a concept really does reflect 

the concept that supposed to be denoting’ (Bryman, 2012, p. 47). Reliability captures 

‘whether results of a study are repeatable’ (Bryman, 2012, p. 46). Hayes and Daly 

(2003) argued that the SAJJ data are valid because of predictive validity based on the 

association between remorse, consensus and reoffending and because the data are 

reliable in terms of inter-observer consistency.  

3.5. Study B 

3.5.1. Measures 

In Study B, I investigated why RJ conferencing may support change towards 

desistance. In this study, I used integrated measures. The integrated measure of 

offending patterns towards desistance was created by depicting whether individual 

offenders were on a path to desistance or not. Some scholars have argued that this 

concept of a ‘path’ towards desistance, while introduced, has not often been used in 

research (Kazemian, 2007; Loeber et al., 2016). Adopting it may shed new light on the 

dynamic process of desistance through RJ conferencing because it was developed to 

examine whether offenders are on the path to desistance (Daly and Marchetti, 2019). 

3.5.1.1. Desistance Typology 

Scholars have proposed (Loeber et al., 2016; Murray, 2009) and adopted (Giordano 

et al., 2008; Ulmer et al., 2012) different typologies of desistance. Among these 

typologies, I first used the framework from Daly and Proietti-Scifoni (2009), who 

classified offenders into ‘complete desisters’, ‘partial desisters’ and ‘persisters’ by 

comparing involvement, seriousness, frequency and time frames of offending before 

and after Indigenous circle sentencing. Unlike other desistance typologies, their 

typology accounts for changes before and after an intervention. Although Daly and 
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Proietti-Scifoni’s (2009) desistance typology is established in the context of Indigenous 

circle sentencing, it applies equally to RJ conferencing as an intervention to deal with 

offending. The following are the definition of each group: 

• Desisters, who ‘stopped offending completely’ after RJ conferencing (Daly and 

Proietti-Scifoni, 2009, p. 39). 

• Partial desisters, who committed one or more offences after RJ conferencing, 

but compared with the pre-conference phase, ‘there was a reduction in the 

frequency of offending or the quality of the offending was minor . . . Significant 

crime-free gaps were evident’ (Daly and Proietti-Scifoni, 2009, p. 39). They are 

considered on a path to desistance. 

• Persisters, whose ‘offending intensified and escalated’ after RJ conferencing 

(Daly and Proietti-Scifoni, 2009, p. 39) in terms of frequency, variety and 

seriousness, and whose crime-free periods were short. 

Although I followed Daly and Proietti-Scifoni’s threefold typology of desistance, 

my classification has one additional consideration: when classifying YPs, I also took 

into account change in a variety of offence types, because ‘narrowing down of 

individuals’ offence types’ can also suggest that offenders are on the path to desistance 

(Loeber et al., 2016, p. 87). In sum, I used the following measures of offending patterns 

towards desistance to classify YPs into a desistance typology with 1-year and 5-year 

follow-up periods respectively: 

• a prevalence measure of post-conference offending 

• change in frequency between pre- and post-conference offending 

• change in variety of offence types between pre- and post-conference offending 

• change in seriousness between pre- and post-conference offending 

• crime-free period between the conference and the first post-conference offence. 
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To account for changes in the desistance typology, I re-coded frequency, variety 

and seriousness. To be comparative with Daly and Proietti-Scifoni’s (2009) typology, 

following their classification, I categorised frequency and variety into the following four 

groups: ‘none’, ‘light’ (1 or 2 offences/offence types), ‘moderate’ (3–6 offences/offence 

types) and ‘heavy’ (7 or more offences/offence types). In Study A, I used the National 

Offence Index (NOI), which ranks offences according to seriousness, to compare 

seriousness between pre- and post-conference offending. For consistency between 

Study A and Study B, I also used the NOI to re-code seriousness in the desistance 

typology. Specifically, I classified the ranks in the NOI into the three categories 

proposed by Skrzypiec (2005)—‘high’ (ranks 1–64), ‘moderate’ (ranks 65–96) and 

‘low’ (97–157)—to make this coding comparable with other coding. Similar to the 

measure of the change in seriousness between pre- and post-conference offending, when 

YPs were involved in multiple offending activities of different levels of seriousness, the 

highest level of seriousness was re-coded to represent the overall offence activity (ABS, 

2011).  

Using the above coding strategies, I classified the primary YPs in the SAJJ data 

into three groups by considering the change in involvement, frequency, variety and 

seriousness of pre- and post-conference offending, and the time frames of the first and 

last post-conference offences. Similarly to Study A, I used two follow-up periods (i.e. 1- 

and 5-year follow-ups). I classified YPs into three groups for each follow-up period 

respectively. 

3.5.1.2. Desistance Trajectories 

After classifying YPs into the above desistance typology for 1- and 5-year follow-

up periods, I constructed groups of desistance trajectories through RJ conferencing by 

comparing the classifications of the desistance typology between the 1- and 5-year 

follow-ups. This allowed me to identify the overall desistance trajectories through RJ 
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conferencing during the 5-year follow-up period in this current study. There are two 

reasons for this further classification. The desistance typologies only indicate the status 

of desistance at the end of the follow-up period; they do not show how the desistance 

trajectories changed throughout the 5-year follow-up period. Additionally, merely 

combining the classifications of the desistance typology with each follow-up period 

(e.g. desister with a 1-year follow-up and partial desister with a 5-year follow-up) 

produces seven groups, which were too many to conduct thematic analysis for 

comparison given the small sample size. 

Comparing the classifications of the desistance typology between 1- and 5-year 

follow-ups, I classified YPs into four groups. Table 7 shows how the two sets of the 

desistance typology are grouped into desistance trajectories. These groups indicate the 

overall desistance trajectories each YP experienced throughout the 5-year follow-up 

period. 

Table 7 Classification of the desistance trajectories 

Classification of the desistance 

trajectories 

Classification of the desistance 

typology with the 1-year 

follow-up period 

Classification of the desistance 

typology with the 5-year 

follow-up period 

Stable desister Desister Desister 

Halfway desister 
Desister Partial desister 

Partial desister Partial desister 

Boundary offender 

Persister Partial desister 

Desister Persister 

Partial desister Persister 

Stable persister Persister Persister 

 

The first group comprises ‘stable desisters’. These YPs were not involved in post-

conference offending during the 5-year follow-up period. The second group comprises 

‘halfway desisters’. Although these YPs were still involved in offending after RJ 

conferencing, they were considered on the path to desistance because their offending 

trajectories did not show any escalation in their post-conference offending in terms of 

frequency, severity or variety. The third group comprises ‘boundary offenders’. These 
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YPs were situated between halfway desisters and stable persisters because they showed 

both escalation and de-escalation in their post-conference offending during the 5-year 

follow-up period. The final group comprises ‘stable persisters’. These YPs escalated 

their post-conference offending during the 5-year follow-up period. 

I used these groups of desistance trajectories for the analysis in Study B. The 

preliminary analysis showed that boundary offenders and stable persisters were similar 

in terms of their response (see 5.4. Preliminary Analysis and Appendix D). Given the 

small sample size in each group, I decided to re-classify them into one group called 

‘persisters’ for the main analysis in Study B. Although these groups were similar to 

each other in terms of how YPs experienced RJ conferencing and perceived their 

offending, they were different from the other desistance trajectories (i.e. stable desisters 

and halfway desisters). This characteristic allowed me to analyse the data without losing 

the key differences between the groups. 

3.5.2. Analytical Strategy 

In Study B, I explored why YPs may desist through RJ conferencing. To answer 

this research question, I utilised thematic analysis of YPs’ responses to the SAJJ 

interviews. By seeking common themes between the YPs in similar desistance 

trajectories, and distinct themes between YPs in different desistance trajectories, I 

examined how desistance trajectories through RJ conferencing differed between cases. 

My use of thematic analysis followed the steps of this approach as set forth by Braun 

and Clarke (2006). In the first phase, YPs’ responses obtained from the SAJJ time 1 and 

time 2 interviews (Daly, 2001; Daly et al., 1998) were read for familiarisation. 

Appendix A lists the interview items analysed in Study B. In the second phase, YPs’ 

responses in the interviews were coded in terms of relevance to attitudes towards the 

conference and offending. I analysed the responses to the interview questions about how 

YPs felt towards the victim before and after the conference and how they perceived 
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their offending after the conference. In the third phase, based on the codes, I established 

themes on change towards desistance, such as willingness to apologise before the 

conference and optimism regarding no future offending.  

Some of SAJJ interview questions I analysed were closed-ended items (e.g. ‘Do 

you think it likely or unlikely that you will be involved in a serious offence in the 

future?’). Although YPs offered additional responses to these items, coding was already 

done for this type of question when transcribed because their responses aligned with the 

closed-ended questions. I retained the coding from the original study (Daly, 2001) on 

these items. Other items analysed in Study B were open-ended items (e.g. ‘So why do 

you think you’ve stayed out of trouble?’), requiring new coding.  

As a supplemental analysis, I examined differences in terms of YP demographics 

(e.g. age, gender and racial-ethnic identity). This analysis may be important because 

extant literature suggests the desistance process may vary between the level of maturity 

(Rocque, 2015), gender (Rodermond et al., 2016), race (Glynn, 2014) and ethnicity 

(Calverley, 2013).28 I also analysed the effect of a risk factor for offending. Whether 

YPs had a risk factor for offending was not coded in the original SAJJ dataset; thus, I 

created a new variable to capture this. To do so, I used the BOP and the SAJJ YP time 2 

interviews (see Appendix A). In the BOP, the SAJJ observers noted their impressions of 

the YP based on their observation of the conference, in which YPs’ situations that led 

them to be involved in offending were discussed. The BOP also has a section in which 

the SAJJ observer consulted with the conference coordinator to check whether there was 

anything the conference coordinator found important to bring to the attention of the 

SAJJ project before observing the conference. At the end of each SAJJ YP time 2 

 
28 Offence types (e.g. property or violent) may also be important because the literature suggests that 

desistance trajectories may vary for different offence types, such as drug offences (Van Roeyen et al., 

2017), sex offences (McAlinden et al., 2017) and intimate partner violence (Marchetti and Daly, 2017). 
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interview, based on their interviews with the YPs, the SAJJ interviewers were asked to 

report anything that they found important to bring to the attention of the SAJJ project. 

In response to these questions, the SAJJ researchers reported risk factors for offending 

known from the literature, such as poor family relationship (Farrington, 2012). I coded 

the number and type of risk factors for offending. Examples of these risk factor codes 

include poor family relationship, intellectual disability, impulsivity and alcohol and 

drug problems. Using this information, I explored whether there were any differences 

between desistance trajectories in terms of risk factors for offending. 

Study B involved several methodological challenges. I limited my analysis to 

primary YPs who participated in the SAJJ time 2 interview (n = 72) because the 

offenders’ attitudes towards reoffending, key in desistance research, were only be 

examined in the SAJJ time 2 interview (Daly, 2001). There may also be a 

methodological problem caused by case attrition. According to Daly (2001, p. 26), 

‘interview declination rates for offenders are related to measures of social marginality’, 

such as residential stability, race and gender; that is, ‘[t]hose adolescents who “resist” 

conventional society’ tended to decline to be interviewed, leading to a failure to obtain 

responses from ‘the most theoretically interesting people’ (Daly, 2001, p. 26) in 

desistance research. This case attrition may be problematic for the analysis of YP 

responses to the interviews because information on those of interest in desistance 

research (Bushway et al., 2003; Farrington, 2007; Kazemian, 2007; Shapland et al., 

2016) might be lost. To address these problems, I examined if any differences existed in 

terms of the retention rates between the full sample and sub-samples by using 

descriptive statistics. 

Although I focused on YP perceptions in Study B, the length of YP responses to the 

open-ended items in the interviews varied. For example, when asked why an apology 

was offered at the YP time 2 interview, there was significant variation in participant 
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responses, with some offering only a few words and others offering significantly longer 

responses. Focusing on YP responses may lead to selection bias because some YPs 

provided fuller responses than others. To complement this, I reported the percentages of 

YPs who answered for each theme identified in my analysis.  

3.5.3. Trustworthiness 

Trustworthiness is used to assess the interpretation of qualitative data (Lincoln and 

Guba, 1985). Trustworthiness consists of credibility, transferability and dependability, 

which are equivalent to internal validity, external validity and reliability in the criteria 

for the quality of quantitative data respectively. 

I established credibility by providing quantitative results. My focus in Study B was 

on YPs’ responses to the open-ended interview questions. By seeking common themes 

between YPs on similar desistance trajectories, I developed quantitative results 

regarding how many YPs perceived the RJ conferencing in the same way. Providing 

quantitative results can help to support the interpretation of data because ‘[a]ny claim 

that a particular phenomenon is typical, rare, or prevalent in the setting or population 

studied, or that some behaviours or themes were more common than others, is an 

inherently quantitative claim, and requires some quantitative support’ (Maxwell, 2013, 

p. 128).  

To establish transferability, I provided excerpts of YPs’ perceptions or feelings as 

often as possible. That way, the reader can judge whether my interpretations are 

consistent with the description presented.  

An audit trail can promote dependability because it involves describing how the 

study has been developed, implemented and conducted so that others can follow the 

process (King and Horrocks, 2010). In Study B, I assessed whether YPs were on the 

path to desistance when classifying YPs into the desistance typology. To provide an 

audit trail for this classification, I provided details of and reasons for my decisions. In 



70 

 

Appendix C, I also provide all the offending details for each YP. Also, Appendix A lists 

the interview items analysed in Study B. Thus, the reader can assess how and based on 

which interview questions I produced my interpretation.  

3.6. Contributions 

My research provides original contributions that differ from the existing research 

that has used the SAJJ data for analysis of post-conference offending. Primarily, while 

the original SAJJ dataset includes approximately 1-year follow-up data for post-

conference offending (Hayes and Daly, 2003), my research used longer and 

standardised follow-up periods for post-conference offending. By coding this new 

offending dataset, I was able to analyse the longer-term influence of RJ conferencing on 

change towards desistance in the SAJJ dataset. Also, while Hayes and Daly (2003) used 

a prevalence measure of post-conference offending when analysing the SAJJ data, my 

research employed five measures to examine offending patterns towards desistance. 

These new measures allowed me to examine how change towards desistance should be 

measured in research on RJ conferencing. I also added new coding to the original SAJJ 

data. For example, I developed two new variables for the desistance typology and 

trajectories. These new variables contributed to establishing the concept of offender 

journey towards desistance, which encapsulates how offenders experience RJ 

conferencing and how their experiences may be linked to desistance trajectories after RJ 

conferencing. Taken together, both the new dataset and new coding enabled me to 

reinterpret the SAJJ dataset more in line with desistance research.  

3.7. Limitations 

There are several limitations to this research. First, although the SAJJ data include 

measures of readiness, the degree of readiness was measured retrospectively. As Daly 

(2003a) observed, offender readiness might have been influenced by the experience of 
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the conference. These measures may not accurately reflect the degree of readiness, but 

rather, a retrospective perception of YPs. Second, there may also be a problem in 

external validity, required to generalise the results ‘beyond the specific research 

context’ (Bryman, 2012, p. 47), because the sample size of the SAJJ data is relatively 

small (Daly et al., 1998). Third, concerning generalisation, it is also necessary to note 

jurisdictional differences. Unlike other jurisdictions in Australia, the SAJJ project was 

conducted in ‘a high-volume conference jurisdiction, where conferences are used 

routinely, not selectively, and for more serious kinds of offences’ (Daly, 2003a, p. 48). 

This characteristic might have caused ‘a good deal of variation in the degree to which 

they [the conferences] succeed[ed]’ (Daly, 2003a, p. 48). Despite these limitations, 

reanalysing the SAJJ data in my proposed strategy helped gain new important 

knowledge on the link between RJ conferencing and change towards desistance. My 

research is the first that seeks to deeply probe change towards desistance through RJ 

conferencing.  
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Chapter 4 Study A 

4.1. Introduction 

In this chapter, I begin to address the research questions listed previously: (1) What 

aspects of RJ conferencing may support change towards desistance? (2) How should 

change towards desistance be measured in research on RJ conferencing? To address 

these questions, I utilise the existing SAJJ data as well as analysis of new offending data 

by employing five distinct measures, including a prevalence measure of post-conference 

offending, change in frequency, variety and seriousness between pre- and post-

conference offending, and time to reoffend.  

I first provide descriptive statistics of the selected variables and desistance 

measures in the sample; importantly, because I focus on a sub-sample, I show that the 

sub-sample of YPs in my reanalysis does not differ from the full sample of primary 

YPs. This is followed by bivariate analyses, which provide information about 

significant relationships between the selected variables and the desistance measures. 

These analyses are used to identify the independent variables relevant to the multiple 

regression analyses. I then present multiple regression analyses to demonstrate which 

elements of RJ conferencing may be relevant to change towards desistance and whether 

these elements vary in terms of the measures of offending patterns towards desistance. I 

then provide a summary of the supplemental analyses to show that there is no 

remarkable difference in the results in terms of gender and racial-ethnic identity.  

4.2. Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics were used to check the difference between the full and sub-

samples. As discussed in Chapter 3, since my thesis involves two studies (Study A and 

Study B), each study was treated separately in terms of analysis. To work with all 

existing variables in my model for Study A, it was necessary to create a sub-sample 
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because the variables to measure the key concepts in my research, such as readiness and 

accountability, were asked only in the SAJJ YP time 1 interviews (Daly et al., 1998). 

Therefore, I first checked differences between the full primary YP sample (n = 89) and 

the YP sub-sample (n = 77) in terms of (1) offender- and offender-related variables, and 

(2) measures of offending patterns towards desistance, via Chi-square analyses29 and 

checking distributions for the full sample and sub-sample.  

Table 8 shows the descriptive statistics for the offender- and offence-related 

variables between the full sample and the sub-sample. Except for the variable of 

residential instability for both follow-up periods, none of the variables showed a 

statistically significant difference between the full sample and the sub-sample. 

However, even in the variable for residential instability, there was a similar proportion 

between the full sample and the sub-sample for both 1-year (32% for three or more in 

the full sample vs. 27% for the sub-sample) and 5-year (59% for three or more in the 

full sample vs. 65% for the sub-sample) follow-up periods. In other words, while the 

difference in residential instability between the full sample and the sub-samples is 

statistically significant, the difference is not substantial in the actual percentage. These 

results demonstrate that there is no substantial difference between the full sample and 

the sub-sample in terms of the offender- and offence-related variables. 

  

 
29 I used a t-test for the measure of time to reoffend. 
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Table 8 Percentages of the full sample and the sub-sample for offender- and offence-related variables 

Variable 

Percentage 

in the full 

sample 

(n = 89) 

Percentage 

in the sub-

sample 

(n = 77) 

Chi-square p 

Age     

        15–18 years in 1988 60 58 .29 .76 

        10–14 years in 1988 40 42   

Gender     

        Male 76 78 .73 .47 

        Female 24 22   

Racial-ethnic identity     

        Non-Indigenous 88 90 2.05 .17 

        Indigenous 12 10   

Offence type     

        Property 56 55 .06 .54 

        Violent 44 46   

Victim–offender relationship     

        Known 52 47 .56 .54 

        Unknown 48 53   

Pre-conference offending     

        Yes 57 56 .50 .55 

        No 43 44   

Number of home addresses in police 

record with 1-year follow-up 
  

  

        3 or more 32 27 4.47* .05 

        1 or 2 69 73   

Number of home addresses in police 

record with 5-year follow-up 
  

  

        3 or more 59 65 3.44* .10 

        1 or 2 32 35   

* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01.  

Table 9 shows descriptive statistics for the measures of offending patterns towards 

desistance between the full sample and the sub-sample. Except for the measure of the 

change in frequency in the 5-year follow-up period, none of the measures showed a 

statistically significant difference between the full sample and the sub-sample. 

However, as for the variable for residential instability, the measure of the change in 

frequency in the 5-year follow-up showed a similar proportion between the full sample 

and the sub-sample (64% increase in the full sample vs. 70% in the sub-sample). This 

difference is statistically significant but not substantial in the actual percentage. Hence, 

these results demonstrate that there is no substantial difference between the full sample 

and the sub-samples in terms of the measures of offending patterns towards desistance. 
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Table 9 Percentages of the full sample and the sub-sample for the measures of offending patterns towards 

desistance 

Variable 

Percentage 

in the full 

sample 

(n = 89) 

Percentage 

in the sub-

sample 

(n = 77) 

Chi-

square30 
p 

Involvement in post-conference offending 

with 1-year follow-up 
  

  

        Yes 51 48 1.44 .355 

        No 49 52   

Involvement in post-conference offending 

with 5-year follow-up 
  

  

        Yes 78 78 .051 1.00 

        No 23 22   

Change of frequency between pre- and post-

conference offending with 1-year follow-up 

    

        Increase 29 31 1.6 .34 

        Decrease or no change 71 69   

Change of frequency between pre- and post-

conference offending with 5-year follow-up 
  

  

        Increase 64 70 9.183*** .00 

        Decrease or no change 36 30   

Change of variety between pre- and post-

conference offending with 1-year follow-up 
  

  

        Increase 30 31 .19 .75 

        Decrease or no change 70 69   

Change of variety between pre- and post-

conference offending with 5-year follow-up 
  

  

        Increase 65 68 1.40 .33 

        Decrease or no change 35 33   

Change of seriousness between pre- and 

post-conference offending with 1-year 

follow-up 

  

  

        Increase 28 27 .19 .73 

        Decrease or no change 72 73   

Change of seriousness between pre- and 

post-conference offending with 5-year 

follow-up 

  

  

        Increase 65 68 1.41 .33 

        Decrease or no change 35 33   

Time to reoffend with 1-year follow-up     

        Days (Mean) 251 250 -.24 .81 

Time to reoffend with 5-year follow-up     

        Days (Mean) 742 745 .19 .85 

* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01.  

 
30 A t-test was used for the measure of time to reoffend. 
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4.3. Bivariate Analyses 

Next, I conducted bivariate analyses between the selected variables and each 

measure of offending patterns towards desistance.31 These analyses were repeated with 

a focus on particular demographic characteristics (i.e. male-only cases and non-

Indigenous-only cases) because the demographic variables of gender and racial-ethnic 

identity could not be incorporated into the multiple regression models because of the 

small number of cases. This limitation led to a need for supplemental analyses (see 

4.4.1.2. Ratio of Cases to Variables). 

Given the large number of variables in the holistic model (discussed in Chapter 2), 

the bivariate analyses aimed to identify independent variables relevant to the research 

aims for multiple regression analyses. Because of the large number of independent 

variables, I list only significant bivariate relationships between selected variables and 

each measure of offending patterns towards desistance (see Tables 10–14).32 

Additionally, only the results of the entire sub-sample (n = 77), male-only (n = 60), and 

non-Indigenous (n = 69) cases are presented because multiple regression analyses were 

not conducted for the female-only (n = 17) and Indigenous-only (n = 8) cases due to 

insufficiently small sample sizes.  

 

  

 
31 The follow-up periods of the number of home addresses recorded in police reports correspond to the 

lengths of each measure of offending patterns towards desistance (e.g. participation in post-conference 

offending at a 1-year follow-up and number of home addresses at a 1-year follow-up). This also applies to 

the multiple regression analyses. 

32 For this reason, I do not list p-values from the bivariate analyses. 



 

 

 

Table 10 Significant bivariate relationships between selected variables and the involvement of post-conference offending (1 = post-conference offending) 

Variable 

All sub-sample 

(n = 77) 

Male-only 

(n = 60) 

Non-Indigenous only 

(n = 69) 

Phi with 1-

year 

follow-up 

Phi with 5-

year follow-

up 

Phi with 

1-year 

follow-up 

Phi with 5-

year follow-

up 

Phi with 

1-year 

follow-up 

Phi with 5-

year follow-

up 

Offender- and Offence-Related Variables (YP time 1 interview; police record)       

        Gender (1 = male) .01 .17 NA NA .08 .21* 

        Racial-ethnic identity (1 = Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander) .27** .18 .19 .14 NA NA 

        3 or more home addresses in police record (1 = yes) .35*** .27** .44*** .36** .09 .25** 

        Involvement of pre-conference offending (1 = yes) .33*** .09 .37** .16 .35*** .08 

Readiness (YP time 1 interview)       

        YPs thought about what to do or say to the victim before the conference (1 = yes) -.23* -.16 -.17** -.13 -.26* -.16 

        YPs were given information on possible outcomes before the conference (1 = yes) -.18 .00 -.28** -.04 -.12 .03 

Conference Process (BOP)       

        YPs were observed to be remorseful (1 = yes) -.25** -.09 -.33** -.08 -.25* -.09 

        YPs offered a spontaneous apology (1 = yes)a -.19 -.07 -.33** -.18 -.17 -.07 

        Positive movement symbolically (1 = yes)a -.11 -.13 -.13 -.07 -.23 -.26* 

        Outcome was decided by genuine consensus (1 = yes) -.25** -.14 -.16 -.00 -.28** -.17 

        YPs treated police with respect (1 = yes) -.21 -.11 -.19 -.09 -.24* .21 

        Coordinator seemed impartial (1 = yes) -.01 .20 -.01 .22 .02 .23* 

Process Dynamics (BOP)       

        YP supporters were unable to control the offender (1 = yes)b .47*** .18 .55*** .25* .49*** .18 

        Coordinator managed movement well (1 = yes) -.01 .13 .10 .27* -.05 .11 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 1 interview)       

        YPs felt sorry for the victim after the conference (1 = yes) -.23* -.05 -.22 -.15 -.25* -.02 

        Listening to the victim story affected YPs (1 = yes)c -.24* -.04 -.15 .04 -.26* -.01 

        What happened at conference would encourage YPs to obey the law (1 = yes) -.20 .11 -.15 .17 -.21* .16 

        Increased respect for legal system after the conference (1 = yes) -.27* .03 -.29** -.01 -.32** .03 

        Increased respect for police after the conference (1 = yes) -.29** .01 -.34** -.07 -.33*** .01 
a n = 61 for all sub-sample, n = 48 for male-only, and n = 56 for non-Indigenous only; b n = 69 for all sub-sample, n = 57 for male-only, and n = 62 for non-Indigenous only; c n = 60 for all sub-sample, 

n = 47 for male-only, and n = 55 for non-Indigenous only; * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01.   



 

 

 

Table 11 Significant bivariate relationships between selected variables and increased frequency in post-conference offending (1 = increase) 

Variable 

All sub-sample 

(n = 77) 

Male-only 

(n = 60) 

Non-Indigenous only 

(n = 69) 

Phi with 1-

year follow-

up 

Phi with 5-

year follow-

up 

Phi with 1-

year follow-

up 

Phi with 5-

year follow-

up 

Phi with 1-

year follow-

up 

Phi with 5-

year follow-

up 

Offender- and Offence-Related Variables (YP time 1 interview; police record)       

        Age (1 = 15-18) -.23* -.15 -.25* -.13 -.19 -.10 

        3 or more number of home addresses in police record (1 = yes) .28** .23* .27* .32** .30** .27** 

Readiness (YP time 1 interview)       

        YPs felt sorry for the victim before the conference (1 = yes) -.22* -.02 -.16 -.13 -.23* -.01 

         YPs felt angry about incident before the conference (1 = yes) .26** .04 .21 .05 .25** -.02 

Conference Process (BOP)       

        YPs were observed to be remorseful (1 = yes) -.35*** -.13 -.39*** -.09 -.33*** -.15 

        YPs offered a spontaneous apology (1 = yes)a -.27** -.02 -.32** -.07 -.24 .03 

        Positive movement symbolically (1 = yes)a -.22 -.15 -.20 -.11 -.25* -.20 

        Outcome was decided by genuine consensus (1 = yes) -.37*** -.20 -.27* -.07 -.36*** -.19 

        Coordinator seemed impartial (1 = yes) -.01 .23* -.11 .14 -.07 .18 

        Appearance of powerless youth (1 = yes) .25** .19 .18 .11 .18 .11 

Process Dynamics (BOP)       

        YP supporters were unable to control the YP (1 = yes)b .29** .11 .27** .11 .27** .13 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 1 interview)       

        YPs felt sorry for the victim after the conference (1 = yes) -.22* -.02 -.16 -.13 -.29* -.01 

        Listening to the victim story affected YPs (1 = yes)c -.34** -.06 -.22 .01 -.39*** -.08 

        What happened at the conference would encourage YPs to obey the law (1 

= yes) 
-.31** .00 .25* .05 -.25* .08 

a n = 61 for all sub-sample, n = 48 for male-only, and n = 56 for non-Indigenous only; b n = 69 for all sub-sample, n = 57 for male-only, and n = 62 for non-Indigenous only; c n = 60 for all sub-sample, 

n = 47 for male-only, and n = 55 for non-Indigenous only; * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01.  

  



 

 

 

Table 12 Significant bivariate relationships between selected variables and increased variety in post-conference offending (1 = increase) 

Variable 

All sub-sample 

(n = 77) 

Male-only 

(n = 60) 

Non-Indigenous only 

(n = 69) 

Phi with 1-

year follow-

up 

Phi with 5-

year follow-

up 

Phi with 1-

year follow-

up 

Phi with 5-

year follow-

up 

Phi with 1-

year follow-

up 

Phi with 5-

year follow-

up 

Offender- and Offence-Related Variables (YP time 1 interview; police record)       

        Age (1 = 15-18) -.23* -.13 -.25* .37 -.19 -.08 

        3 or more home addresses in police record (1 = yes) .22* .25** .19 .29** .23* .28** 

Readiness (YP Time 1 interview)       

        YPs felt sorry for the victim before the conference (1 = yes) -.22* -.05 -.16 -.15 -.29* -.05 

Conference Process (BOP)       

        YPs were observed to be remorseful (1 = yes) -.29** -.07 -.32** -.05 -.27** -.08 

        YPs offered a spontaneous apology (1 = yes)a -.23 -.03 -.27* -.07 -.19 .02 

        Positive movement symbolically (1 = yes)a -.24* -.11 -.21 -.06 -.27* -.17 

        Outcome was decided by genuine consensus (1 = yes) -.67*** -.24** -.27* -.10 -.36*** -.23* 

        Deciding the outcome was a fair process (1 = yes) -.23* -.15 -.20 -.11 -.27** -.16 

        Coordinator permitted everyone to say (1 = yes) -.24* -.11 -.08 .13 -.27 -.12 

        Coordinator seemed impartial (1 = yes) -.01 .21* -.11 .22 -.07 .16 

        Appearance of powerless youth (1 = yes) .31** .17 .25* .06 .25* .09 

Process Dynamics (BOP)       

        YP supporters were unable to control the YP (1 = yes)b .35*** .06 .35*** .05 .34*** .08 

        Coordinator managed movement well (1 = yes) -.14 .13 -.01 .28** -.17 .13 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 1 interview)       

        YPs felt sorry for the victim after the conference (1 = yes) -.22* .01 -.16 -.06 -.29* .02 

        Listening to the victim story affected YPs (1 = yes)c -.31** -.10 -.19 -.05 -.36** -.12 

        What happened at the conference would encourage YPs to obey the law (1 

= yes) 
-.31** .03 -.25* .03 -.25* .12 

a n = 61 for all sub-sample, n = 48 for male-only, and n = 56 for non-Indigenous only; b n = 69 for all sub-sample, n = 57 for male-only, and n = 62 for non-Indigenous only; c n = 60 for all sub-sample, 

n = 47 for male-only, and n = 55 for non-Indigenous only; * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01.  
  



 

 

 

Table 13 Significant bivariate relationships between selected variables and increased seriousness in post-conference offending (1 = increase) 

Variable 

All sub-sample 

(n = 77) 

Male-only 

(n = 60) 

Non-Indigenous only 

(n = 69) 

Phi with 1-

year follow-

up 

Phi with 5-

year follow-

up 

Phi with 1-

year follow-

up 

Phi with 5-

year follow-

up 

Phi with 1-

year follow-

up 

Phi with 5-

year follow-

up 

Offender- and Offence-Related Variables (YP time 1 interview; police record)       

        3 or more home addresses in police record (1 = yes) .21* .19 .29** .29** .22 .19 

Readiness (YP time 1 interview)       

        YPs felt angry about the incident before the conference (1 = yes) .19* .01 .15 -.02 .25** -.03 

Conference Process (BOP)       

        YPs were observed to be remorseful (1 = yes) -.27** -.07 -.36** -.05 -.24* -.05 

        Outcome was decided by genuine consensus (1 = yes) -.20 -.18 -.11 -.02 -.25** -.19 

        Coordinator seemed impartial (1 = yes) -.04 .21* -.12 .13 -.10 .15 

        Coordinator negotiated outcome well (1 = yes) -.27** .15 .06 .30** -.05 .13 

        Appearance of powerless youth (1 = yes) .27** .17 .21 .14 .27** .11 

Process Dynamics (BOP)       

        YP supporters were unable to control the YP (1 = yes)a .17 .02 .22* .05 .13 -.01 

        YP supporters had YPs’ interest at heart (1 = yes) -.10 -.08 -.13 -.03 -.25* -.10 

        Coordinator managed movement well (1 = yes) -.08 .13 .10 .28** -.11 .12 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 1 interview)       

        Listening to the victim story affected YPs (1 = yes)a -.32** -.15 -.32** -.09 -.36** -.12 

        YPs understood crime effect on victim (1 = yes) .17 .19 .13 .23* .14 .22* 
a n = 69 for all sub-sample, n = 57 for male-only, and n = 62 for non-Indigenous only; * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01.  

  



 

 

 

Table 14 Significant relationships between selected variables and time to reoffend after the conference (days) 

Variable 

All sub-sample 

(n = 77) 

Male-only 

(n = 60) 

Non-Indigenous only 

(n = 69) 

Mean for 

survival 

time with 1-

year follow-

up 

Mean for 

survival 

time with 5-

year follow-

up 

Mean for 

survival 

time with 1-

year follow-

up 

Mean for 

survival 

time with 5-

year follow-

up 

Mean for 

survival 

time with 1-

year follow-

up 

Mean for 

survival 

time with 5-

year follow-

up 

Offender- and Offence-Related Variables (YP time 1 interview; police record)       

        Racial-ethnic identity (1 = Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander) 154 (vs. 

261)*** 

169 (vs. 

815)*** 
188 (vs. 261) 

211 (vs. 

760)** 
NA NA 

        3 or more home addresses in police record (1 = yes) 161 (vs. 

263)*** 

555 (vs. 

1105)*** 

141 (vs. 

293)*** 

483 (vs. 

1115)*** 

170 (vs. 

191)*** 

625 (vs. 

1128)** 

        Involvement of pre-conference offending (1 = yes) 208 (vs. 

303)*** 

539 (vs. 

1011)** 

209 (vs. 

308)*** 

518 (vs. 

1808) 

217 (vs. 

312)*** 

600 (vs. 

1063)** 

        Known to victim (1 = yes) 
266 (vs. 231) 787 (vs. 702) 

224 (vs. 

286)* 
836 (vs. 594) 281 (vs. 241) 888 (vs. 740) 

Readiness (YP time 1 interview)       

        YPs felt sorry for what they have done before the conference (1 = yes) 272 (vs. 

191)* 
769 (vs. 674) 262 (vs. 219) 746 (vs. 557) 

277 (vs. 

204)* 
839 (vs. 729) 

        YPs thought about what to do or say to the victim before the conference (1 

= yes) 

298 (vs. 

212)** 

920 (vs. 

611)* 
289 (vs. 221) 820 (vs. 609) 

308 (vs. 

223)*** 

991 (vs. 

681)* 

YPs felt scared about what would happen before the conference (1 = yes) 
233 (vs. 265) 

589 (vs. 

886)* 
228 (vs. 275) 

488 (vs. 

877)** 
250 (vs. 271) 

651 (vs. 

956)* 

Conference Process (BOP)       

        YPs were observed to be remorseful (1 = yes) 295 (vs. 

203)** 

928 (vs. 

563)* 

304 (vs. 

184)*** 

919 (vs. 

465)** 

306 (vs. 

348)** 

1007 (vs. 

617)* 

        YPs offered a spontaneous apology (1 = yes)a 294 (vs. 

229)* 
887 (vs. 671) 

299 (vs. 

207)** 

879 (vs. 

480)** 
294 (vs. 239) 932 (vs. 721) 

        Positive movement symbolically (1 = yes)a 295 (vs. 

(248) 

1015 (vs. 

703) 
298 (vs. 241) 725 (vs. 645) 331 (vs. 252) 

1446 (vs. 

716)* 

        Outcome was decided by genuine consensus (1 = yes) 275 (vs. 

207)** 

845 (vs. 

578)* 
270 (vs. 228) 754 (vs. 647) 

290 (vs. 

213)** 

937 (vs. 

612)* 

        YPs treated police with respect (1 = yes) 256 (vs. 

105)* 

774 (vs. 

107)*** 

259 (vs. 

142)* 

734 (vs. 

142)* 

268 (vs. 

105)** 

847 (vs. 

107)*** 



 

 

 

Variable 

All sub-sample 

(n = 77) 

Male-only 

(n = 60) 

Non-Indigenous only 

(n = 69) 

Mean for 

survival 

time with 1-

year follow-

up 

Mean for 

survival 

time with 5-

year follow-

up 

Mean for 

survival 

time with 1-

year follow-

up 

Mean for 

survival 

time with 5-

year follow-

up 

Mean for 

survival 

time with 1-

year follow-

up 

Mean for 

survival 

time with 5-

year follow-

up 

        Coordinator permitted everyone to say (1 = yes) 254 (vs. 

119)* 
762 (vs. 223) 256 (vs. 219) 723 (vs. 219) 

266 (vs. 

119)** 
832 (vs. 223) 

        Offender understood outcome (1 = yes) 267 (vs. 

180)* 
759 (vs. 702) 

273 (vs. 

136)*** 
754 (vs. 647) 276 (vs. 196) 819 (vs. 798) 

        Coordinator negotiated outcome well (1 = yes) 
246 (vs. 271) 713 (vs. 979) 244 (vs. 324) 

643 (vs. 

1182)** 
260 (vs. 271) 787 (vs. 979) 

Process Dynamics (BOP)       

        YP supporters had a balanced view of YPs (1 = yes)b 270 (vs. 

176)** 
773 (vs. 680) 271 (vs. 195) 724 (vs. 732) 

282 (vs. 

187)** 
848 (vs. 730) 

        YP supporters unable to control the YP (1 = yes)c 178 (vs. 

303)*** 

423 (vs. 

967)*** 

167 (vs. 

311)*** 

292 (vs. 

974)*** 

184 (vs. 

312)*** 

462 (vs. 

1046)*** 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 1 interview)       

        YPs felt sorry for victim after the conference (1 = yes) 278 (vs. 

175)*** 

842 (vs. 

497)* 

276 (vs. 

181)* 

816 (vs. 

348)** 

284 (vs. 

182)** 
891 (vs. 581) 

        Listening to the victim story affected YPs (1 = yes)d 272 (vs. 

213)* 
832 (vs. 566) 254 (vs. 235) 692 (vs. 585) 

278 (vs. 

212)* 
865 (vs. 629) 

        What happened at the conference would encourage YPs to obey the law (1 

= yes) 

274 (vs. 

182)** 

786 (vs. 638) 270 (vs. 201) 730 (vs. 660) 282 (vs. 

194)** 

832 (vs. 757) 

        Increased respect for legal system after the conference (1 = yes) 298 (vs. 

221)** 

823 (vs. 702) 307 (vs. 

227)** 

810 (vs. 663) 315 (vs. 

219)*** 

900 (vs. 763) 

        Increased respect for police after the conference (1 = yes) 319 (vs. 

221)** 

868 (vs. 696) 322 (vs. 

222)** 

909 (vs. 631) 337 (vs. 

228)*** 

939 (vs. 760) 

Intermediate Outcome (YP time 2 interview)       

        YPs completed the agreement plan (1 = yes)e 266 (vs. 

168)** 

822 (vs. 

429)* 

278 (vs. 

162)** 

807 (vs. 

344)** 

275 (vs. 

168)** 

884 (vs. 

429)* 
a n = 61 for all sub-sample, n = 48 for male-only, and n = 56 for non-Indigenous only; b n = 76 for all sub-sample, n = 59 for male-only, and n = 68 for non-Indigenous only; c n = 69 for all sub-sample, 

n = 57 for male-only, and n = 62 for non-Indigenous only; d n = 60 for all sub-sample, n = 47 for male-only, and n = 55 for non-Indigenous only; e n = 67 for all sub-sample, n = 52 for male-only, and 

n = 62 for non-Indigenous only; * p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01.  
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4.3.1. Summary of Bivariate Analyses 

The above results demonstrate significant bivariate relationships between the 

selected variables and each measure of offending patterns towards desistance. Rather 

than discussing each significant bivariate relationship, I provide an overall summary of 

the bivariate analyses. Specifically, because one of my research questions aims to 

examine similarities and differences between the measures of offending patterns 

towards desistance, I discuss (1) similarities between each measure of offending 

patterns and (2) differences between 1- and 5-year follow-up periods. 

Several variables consistently showed significant bivariate relationships with more 

of the measures of offending patterns towards desistance during the 1-year follow-up 

period (see Tables 10–14). For offender- and offence-related variables, the increase in 

the number of home addresses recorded in a police report was associated with 

persistence of offending after RJ conferencing. Among the variables for readiness 

drawn from the YP time 1 interviews, YPs feeling sorry towards the victim before the 

conference was related to reduced post-conference offending. As for the variables for 

the conference process drawn from the BOP, observed remorse and reaching genuine 

consensus were associated with reduced post-conference offending. Concerning the 

variables for process dynamics drawn from the BOP, YP supporters being unable to 

control YPs at the conference was linked to increased post-conference offending. 

Among the variables for immediate outcomes drawn from the YP time 1 interviews, 

feeling sorry towards the victim after the conference, the impact of a victim’s story, and 

the impact of the conference on future offending were related to reduced post-

conference offending. 

The bivariate analyses, however, showed that there were fewer significant 

relationships with the 5-year follow-up than with the 1-year follow-up, indicating such 
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relationships appeared to erode over time. The exception is residential instability, which 

remained associated with an escalation of post-conference offending.  

4.4. Multiple Regression Analyses 

I conducted multiple regression analyses using the variables that showed significant 

bivariate relationships for the five outcome measures. The purpose of these analyses 

was twofold. I intended to identify which aspects of the conference are associated with a 

change towards desistance and whether these variables vary across the different 

measures of offending patterns towards desistance. Because few significant bivariate 

relationships were found with the 5-year follow-up, I used the same independent 

variables that showed significant bivariate relationships with change towards desistance 

during the 1-year follow-up period to examine the long-term effect of RJ conferencing 

on change towards desistance. This is because similar to Hipple et al. (2014; 2015), who 

analysed which aspect of RJ conferencing was linked to reduced post-conference 

offending in the long term, I was interested in whether the variables that supported 

change towards desistance in the short term helped change towards desistance in the 

long term. I also aimed to examine if these variables vary when using different 

measures of offending patterns towards desistance. For this reason, I used the same 

independent variables across the distinct measures of offending patterns towards 

desistance. I explored combinations of variables that showed significant bivariate 

relationships, although, like Hayes and Daly (2003), who analysed the SAJJ data on 

post-conference offending, my analyses were limited in terms of the number of 

variables incorporated in the statistical model because of the small sample. 
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4.4.1. Assumptions and Limitations of Regression Analyses 

Before turning to the multiple regression analyses, I conducted preliminary 

analyses to check if two standard regression assumptions were met: (1) absence of 

multicollinearity and (2) ratio of cases to variables. 

4.4.1.1. Absence of Multicollinearity 

I analysed collinearity between the independent variables. This step is necessary 

because high collinearity between independent variables may produce large standard 

errors, resulting in inflated regression estimates (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013). To 

check the absence of multicollinearity, the correlation between the independent 

variables needs to be examined. The other way to explore the absence of 

multicollinearity is to test tolerance and the variance inflation factor (VIF), which 

allows examining collinearity between more than two variables (James et al., 2013). 

Therefore, I checked the correlation matrix of the independent variables entered into the 

multiple regression analyses. I also tested tolerance and the VIF by running collinearity 

diagnostics from a linear regression among the independent variables.  

Table 15 Correlation matrix of independent variables (n = 77) 

 
Number of home 

addresses 

YPs felt sorry 

for victims 

before the 

conference 

Outcome was 

determined by 

genuine 

consensus 

What happened 

at the 

conference 

encouraged YPs 

to obey the law 

Number of 

home addresses 
   

 

YPs felt sorry 

for victims 

before the 

conference 

-.15   

 

Genuine 

consensus 
.10 .14  

 

What happened 

at the 

conference 

encouraged YPs 

to obey the law 

.10 .44*** .11 

 

* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01.  
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Table 15 shows the correlation matrix of independent variables entered into the 

multiple regression analyses. There were no significant bivariate relationships, except 

for the variables concerning whether YPs felt sorry for victims before the conference 

and whether what happened at the conference encouraged them to obey the law in the 

future. According to Hosmer and Lemeshow (2000) and Field (2013), tolerance needs 

to be greater than .20 and the VIF needs to be less than 10 for the absence of 

multicollinearity. The results of the collinearity diagnostics showed that tolerance 

ranged from .80 to .98 and the VIF ranged from 1.02 to 1.25. Therefore, the assumption 

of the absence of multicollinearity was met.  

4.4.1.2. Ratio of Cases to Variables 

In regression analyses, it is necessary to pay attention to the ratio of cases to 

variables because fewer cases in the variable may produce large standard errors, 

resulting in no convergence in the model (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2013). While standard 

errors were generally high in my data because of the small sample size, variables of 

gender and racial-ethnic identity consistently showed higher standard errors (> 1.0). 

This was the case even when I used ‘a set of dummy variables for sex-race’ (e.g. 

1 = non-Indigenous male, 0 = otherwise), as in Hayes and Daly (2003, p. 745) in their 

SAJJ analysis on reoffending. These high standard errors are most likely attributable to 

these variables having zero cells because of the small number of cases of female 

(n = 17) and Indigenous people (n = 8). According to Menard (2002, p. 78, cited in 

Jordan and Myers, 2011, p. 257), ‘[w]hen [the odds] are 0 or 1 for an entire group of 

cases, as defined by the value of a categorical independent variable, the result will be a 

very high estimated standard error for the coefficient associated with that category’. In 

line with high standard errors, these variables were excluded from the multiple 

regression analyses, ‘meaning the findings should be interpreted with extreme caution’ 

(Jordan and Myers, 2011, p. 258). To complement this, I conducted supplemental 
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multiple regression analyses for male-only and non-Indigenous-only cases respectively, 

to examine if there were any differences in the results. 

4.4.2. Logistic Regression Analysis for the Prevalence Measure of Post-Conference 

Offending 

Table 16 shows the results of the prevalence measure of post-conference offending 

with 1- and 5-year follow-ups. The model with a 1-year follow-up (n = 77, χ2 = 18.51, 

p = .00) was statistically significant and the pseudo-measure (Nagelkerke R2) of 

explained variation was 29%.33 There were no significant variables in readiness or 

immediate outcomes. However, residential instability, represented by three or more 

home addresses, increased the likelihood of YPs being involved in offending one year 

after the conference (odds ratio = 7.25, p = .00). On the other hand, when the conference 

was determined by genuine consensus, YPs were less likely to be involved in post-

conference offending one year following (odds ratio = .25, p = .01).  

The model with a 5-year follow-up was statistically significant (n = 77, χ2 = 9.65, 

p = .05), but the pseudo-measure (Nagelkerke R2) of explained variation was 18%. The 

number of home addresses showed a significant positive relationship with involvement 

in post-conference offending after five years (odds ratio = 4.33, p = .01). As for the 

variable of reaching genuine consensus, the p-value was .10, which is not statistically 

significant given the extended cut-off point of < .10. However, the effect size of the 

Beta of this variable is −1.13. This is close to the Beta of the same variable in the model 

 
33 The percentage of R2 indicates the extent to which a dependent variable is explained by independent 

variables in the regression (Field, 2013). A pseudo-R2 of a logistic regression is considered analogous to 

the R2 of a linear regression (Veall and Zimmermann, 1994), although there are problems concerning its 

use. For example, it may show lower estimates than that of the R2 of a linear regression (Smith and 

McKenna, 2013). It also easily varies with the sample size and independent variables (Weisburd and 

Piquero, 2008). Although I present a pseudo-R2, this number needs to be interpreted cautiously. 
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with a 1-year follow-up, as well as Betas of the same variable in other models with a 5-

year follow-up. Given this similarity in the effect size and the small sample size (see 

3.4.2. Analytical Strategy), I relax my interpretation of the p-value < .10. Because of the 

small sample, this variable may just not be statistically significant at the p < .10 level,34 

but it has an effect size that is similar to the same variables in other models found to be 

significant at the .10 level. In sum, YPs that reached genuine consensus with victims 

might be less likely to be involved in post-conference offending five years later relative 

to those who did not (odds ratio = .32, p < .10). 

Table 16 Logistic regression results for the characteristics of YPs and conferences and the prevalence 

measure of post-conference offending (1 = yes) 

Variable 

Involvement in pre-

conference offending with 

1-year follow-up 

Involvement in pre-

conference offending with 

5-year follow-up 

Beta S.E. OR p Beta S.E. OR p 

Offender-related Variables (police 

record) 
        

Number of home addresses 

(1 = 3 or more) 
1.98*** .64 7.25 .00 1.47** .61 4.33 .01 

Readiness (YP time 1 interview)         

        YPs felt sorry for victim 

before the conference (1 = 

yes) 

.233 .65 1.26 .72 -.55 .79 .58 .49 

Conference Process (BOP)         

        Outcome was determined by 

genuine consensus (1 = yes) 
-1.39** .56 .25 .01 -1.13 .70 .32 .10 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 1 

interview) 
        

        What happened at the 

conference encouraged YPs 

to obey law (1 = yes) 

-.89 .64 .41 .17 .97 .73 2.63 .18 

n = 77 
Pseudo-R2 = .29 Pseudo-R2 = .18 

χ2 = 18.51***, p = .00 χ2 = 9.650*, p = .05 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01; Abbreviations: S.E. = standard error. OR = odds ratio; Split of the dependent 

variable (prevalence of post-conference offending = .48 (one year) and .78 (five years)). 

 

 
34 Indeed, the p-value is 0.104 before being rounded up, which is close to the p < .10 level. 
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4.4.3. Logistic Regression Analysis for the Change In Frequency Between Pre- and 

Post-Conference Offending 

Table 17 presents the results of changes in frequency between pre- and post-

conference offending with 1- and 5-year follow-ups. The model with a 1-year follow-up 

was statistically significant (n = 77, χ2 = 24.33, p = .00) and a pseudo-measure 

(Nagelkerke R2) of explained variation was 38%. When YPs had three or more home 

addresses recorded in the police report, they were more likely to increase the frequency 

of their post-conference offending a year later relative to those with one or two home 

addresses (odds ratio = 6.43, p = .00). Yet, the genuine consensus in outcomes was 

related to a decrease in frequency in post-conference offending a year later (odds ratio = 

.12, p = .00). Also, when YPs felt that what happened at the conference would 

encourage them to obey the law in the future, they offended less frequently a year later 

(odds ratio = .25, p = .05). 

The model with a 5-year follow-up was statistically significant (n = 77, χ2 = 8.68, 

p = .07), and a pseudo-measure (Nagelkerke R2) of explained variation was 23%. 

Similar to the 1-year follow-up model, when YPs were residentially unstable, they were 

more likely to increase the frequency of post-conference offending over five years (odds 

ratio = 3.54, p = .02). When the outcome was determined by genuine consensus, YPs 

were less likely to increase the frequency of post-conference offending after five years 

(odds ratio = .29, p = .05).  
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Table 17 Logistic regression results for the characteristics of YPs and conferences and the measure of the 

change in frequency between pre- and post-conference offending (1 = increase) 

Variable 

Increase in frequency with 1-

year follow-up 

Increase in frequency with 5-

year follow-up 

Beta S.E. OR p Beta S.E. OR P 

Offender-related Variables 

(police record) 
        

Number of home addresses 

(1 = 3 or more) 
1.86** .70 6.43 .01 1.26** .55 3.54 .02 

Readiness (YP time 1 interview)         

        YPs felt sorry for victim 

before the conference (1 = 

yes) 

-.09 .71 .92 .90 .10 .67 1.11 .88 

Conference Process (BOP)         

        Outcome was determined by 

genuine consensus (1 = yes) 
-2.12*** .67 .12 .00 -1.25* .62 .30 .05 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 1 

interview) 
        

        What happened at 

conference encouraged YPs 

to obey law (1 = yes) 

-1.37* .71 .25 .05 .05 .67 1.10 .94 

n = 77 
Pseudo-R2 = .38 Pseudo-R2 = .15 

χ2 = 24.33***, p = .00 χ2 = 8.68*, p = .07 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01; Abbreviations: S.E. = Standard error. OR = Odds ratio; Split of the dependent 

variable (increase in frequency) = .31 (one year) and .70 (five years). 

 

4.4.4. Logistic Regression Analysis for the Change In Variety Between Pre- and 

Post-Conference Offending 

Table 18 shows the results for changes in the number of offence types between pre- 

and post-conference offending with 1- and 5-year follow-ups. Changes in offence types 

were measured by comparing the number of offence types in pre- and post-conference 

offending. The model with a 1-year follow-up was statistically significant (n = 77, 

χ2 = 21.08, p = .00) and a pseudo-measure (Nagelkerke R2) of explained variation was 

34%. Three variables showed a significant relationship with change in the number of 

offence types after the conference. First, when YPs were residentially unstable, they 

were more likely to increase the number of offence types in post-conference offending a 

year later (odds ratio = 4.05, p = .04). Second, outcomes determined by genuine 

consensus were related to a decrease in the number of offence types in post-conference 

offending a year later (odds ratio = .14, p = .00). Finally, when YPs felt that what 
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happened at the conference would encourage them to obey the law in the future, their 

post-conference offence types were less likely to increase a year later (odds ratio = .27, 

p = .06).  

The model with a 5-year follow-up was statistically significant (n = 77, χ2 = 11.20, 

p = .02), and a pseudo-measure (Nagelkerke R2) of explained variation was 19%. In this 

model, when YPs had three or more home addresses in the police record, their post-

conference offence types were more likely to increase within five years (odds 

ratio = 3.86, p = .02). When the outcome was determined by genuine consensus, their 

post-conference offence types were more likely to decrease after five years (odds 

ratio = .23, p = .02). 

Table 18 Logistic regression results for the characteristics of YPs and conferences and the change in 

variety between pre- and post-conference offending (1 = increase) 

Variable 

Increase in variety with 1-year 

follow-up 

Increase in variety with 5-

year follow-up 

Beta S.E. OR p Beta S.E. OR p 

Offender-Related Variables 

(police record) 
        

Number of home addresses 

(1 = 3 or more) 
1.40** .66 4.05 .04 1.35** .56 3.68 .02 

Readiness (YP time 1 interview)         

        YPs felt sorry for victim 

before the conference (1 = 

yes) 

-.15 .69 .86 .83 -2.00 .68 .82 .82 

Conference Process (BOP)         

        Outcome was determined by 

genuine consensus (1 = yes) 
-1.94*** .62 .14 .00 -1.47** .63 .23 .23 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 1 

interview) 
        

         What happened at 

conference encouraged YPs 

to obey law (1 = yes) 

-1.32* .69 .27 .06 .37 .66 1.45 .57 

n = 77 
Pseudo-R2 = .34 Pseudo-R2 = .19 

χ2 = 21.08***, p = .00 χ2 = 11.20**, p = .02 

* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01; Abbreviations: OR = Odds ratio. S.E. = Standard error; Split of the dependent 

variable (increase in variety) = .31 (one year) and .70 (five years). 
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4.4.5. Logistic Regression Analysis for the Change In Seriousness Between Pre- 

and Post-Conference Offending 

Table 19 offers the results of changes in seriousness between pre- and post-

conference offending with 1- and 5-year follow-ups. The model with a 1-year follow-up 

was statistically significant (n = 77, χ2 = 8.80, p = .07) and showed a 16% pseudo-

measure (Nagelkerke R2) of explained variation. Residential instability among YPs was 

associated with an increase in the seriousness of post-conference offending a year later 

(odds ratio = 3.28, p = .05). When the outcome was determined by genuine consensus, 

the odds of increasing seriousness of post-conference offending a year later were 

reduced (odds ratio = .34, p = .06).  

The model with a 5-year follow-up was not statistically significant (n = 77, 

χ2 = 6.40, p = .17) and showed a pseudo-measure (Nagelkerke R2) of explained 

variation of 11%. When YPs were residentially unstable, the seriousness of their post-

conference offending was more likely to increase after five years (odds ratio = 2.65, 

p = .07). When the outcome was determined by genuine consensus, YPs were less likely 

to increase the seriousness of post-conference offending after five years (odds 

ratio = .36, p = .08). 
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Table 19 Logistic regression results for the characteristics of YPs and conferences and the measure of the 

change in seriousness between pre- and post-conference offending (1 = increase) 

Variable 

Increase in seriousness with 

1-year follow-up 

Increase in seriousness with 

5-year follow-up 

Beta S.E. OR p Beta S.E. OR p 

Offender-Related Variables (police 

record) 
        

Number of home addresses (1 

= 3 or more) 
1.19** .60 3.28 .05 .97* .53 2.65 .07 

Readiness (YP time 1 interview)         

        YPs felt sorry for victim 

before the conference (1 = 

yes) 

.29 .70 1.34 .68 -.24 .66 .78 .71 

Conference Process (BOP)         

        Outcome was determined by 

genuine consensus (1 = yes) 
-1.09* .57 .34 .06 -1.02* .58 .36 .08 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 1 

interview) 
        

         What happened at conference 

encouraged YPs to obey law 

(1 = yes) 

-.77 .67 .46 .25 .34 .64 1.4 .60 

n = 77 
Pseudo-R2 = .16 Pseudo-R2 = .111 

χ2 = 8.80*, p = .07 χ2 = 6.404, p = .171 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01; Abbreviations: S.E. = Standard error. OR = Odds ratio; Split of the dependent 

variable (increase in seriousness) = .27 (one year) and .68 (five years). 

 

4.4.6. Cox Regression Analysis for Time to Reoffend 

Table 20 shows the results of time to reoffend with 1- and 5-year follow-ups. In 

addition to the statistically significant model (n = 77, χ2 = 22.78, p = .00), YPs who 

were residentially unstable were more likely to experience arrest earlier than those who 

were residentially stable within the 1-year follow-up period. When the outcome was 

determined by genuine consensus, YPs were more likely to experience later arrest 

during the 1-year follow-up period. 

The model with a 5-year follow-up was also statistically significant (n = 77, 

χ2 = 15.07, p = .01). As for the 1-year follow-up model, the same variables showed a 

significant association between the crime-free period following the conference and the 

first post-conference offending within the 5-year follow-up period. Residential 

instability was related to an increased likelihood of early arrest within the 5-year follow-
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up period. A genuine consensus in the outcome was associated with a decreased 

likelihood of early arrest with the 5-year follow-up period. 

Table 20 Cox regression results for the characteristics of YPs and conferences and the measure of time to 

reoffend (Days) 

Variable 

Time to reoffend with 1-

year follow-up 

Time to reoffend with 5-year 

follow-up 

Beta S.E. OR P Beta S.E. OR p 

Offender-Related Variables (police 

record) 
        

        Number of home addresses (1 

= 3 or more) 
1.35*** .35 3.87 .00 .97*** .30 2.65 .00 

Readiness (YP time 1 interview)         

        YPs felt sorry for victim before 

the conference (1 = yes) 
-.10 .42 .91 .82 -.17 .30 .85 .57 

Conference Process (BOP)         

        Outcome was determined by 

genuine consensus (1 = yes) 
-.90*** .35 .41 .01 -.65** .28 .52 .02 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 1 

interview) 
        

        What happened at conference 

encouraged YPs to obey law (1 

= yes) 

-.63 .40 .54 .12 -.12 .31 .89 .71 

n = 77 χ2 = 22.78***, p = .00 χ2 = 15.07***, p = .01 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01; Abbreviations: S.E. = Standard error. OR = Odds ratio; Mean of the dependent 

variable (time to reoffend) = 250 days (one year) and 745 (five years). 

 

4.4.7. Summary of Multiple Regression Analyses 

To conduct multiple regression analyses, I used the variables that showed 

significant bivariate relationships for the five outcomes measures (see 4.3.1. Summary 

of Bivariate Analyses). Since there were fewer significant bivariate relationships in the 

5-year follow-up, I used the same independent variable to examine the long-term effect 

of RJ conferencing on change towards desistance. I was interested in whether the 

variables linked to change towards desistance in the short term were associated with a 

change towards desistance in the long term. 

The multiple regression analyses demonstrated that two variables consistently 

showed a significant relationship with each distinct measure of offending patterns 

towards desistance a year later. Regardless of the measure of offending patterns towards 

desistance, when YPs were residentially unstable change towards desistance was less 
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likely to happen within one year following the conference. At the same time, regardless 

of the measure of offending patterns towards desistance, when the outcome was 

determined by genuine consensus, change towards desistance was more likely to occur 

one year after the conference. These relationships were also evident in the 5-year 

follow-up.35  

4.5. Supplemental Analyses 

In my initial analysis (see Chapter 3), I sought to include a variable of gender. 

Although the variable of racial-ethnic identity is not included in the holistic process 

model, I also attempted to include it in my analysis because Hayes and Daly (2003), as 

well as other studies (see 2.3. Reoffending Research on RJ Conferencing), showed an 

association between racial-ethnic identity and post-conference offending behaviours. 

Nevertheless, these variables could not be included in my multiple regression models 

because of the small numbers of cases, resulting in high standard errors. This constraint 

led to limited interpretations of the results.  

I conducted supplemental analyses with male-only and non-Indigenous-only cases 

to assess whether there was any substantial difference when female offenders and 

Indigenous offenders were excluded from the analysis.36 In sum, the results of the 

 
35 Because of the small sample size and the effect size, I relaxed the judgement on near statistical 

significance for the 5-year prevalence measure (see 4.4.2. Logistic Regression Analysis for the 

Prevalence Measure of Post-Conference Offending). 

36 I also tested multiple-item measures for readiness. I have already provided justifications on why a 

single-item measure is more appropriate than multiple-item measures in terms of the relationship between 

the readiness dimensions (see 2.5.1.4. Summary). Nonetheless, I created ‘additive scales’ for each 

dimension and the concept of readiness as a whole ‘by summing across the items . . .  and averaging them 

(i.e., scale scores ranged from 0 to 1)’ (Hayes and Daly, 2003, p. 748). The mean orientation score and 

associated Cronbach’s alpha were .59 (SD = .28) and .55 (five items). The mean emotion score was .70 
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supplemental analyses were generally consistent with the findings of the main 

analyses.37 The variable of residential instability was related to no change towards 

desistance across each measure for both follow-up periods. The variable of reaching 

genuine consensus was associated with a change towards desistance across each 

outcome measure for both follow-ups. Exceptions were the male-only cases. In male-

only cases, the variable of reaching genuine consensus was not linked to reduced 

seriousness of post-conference offending with a 1-year follow-up. In male-only cases, 

this variable was not also associated with any measure of offending patterns towards 

desistance with a 5-year follow-up. These findings may be explained by the small 

sample size because N reduced from 77 to 60. Also, the bivariate analyses for male-only 

cases showed weaker bivariate relationships between the variable of reaching genuine 

consensus and the outcome measures than the bivariate relationships of the entire sub-

sample and non-Indigenous-only cases (see Tables 10–14). Given the fact that the 

variable of reaching genuine consensus consistently showed a negative Beta with each 

 
(SD = .25), but the associated Cronbach’s alpha (three items) was negative (i.e. −.09) due to a negative 

average covariance among items. The mean preparation score and associated Cronbach’s alpha were .47 

(SD = .38) and .68 (three items). The mean readiness score and associated Cronbach’s alpha were .58 (SD 

= .20) and .53 (11 items). Except for the emotion scale, which did not produce a legitimate Cronbach’s 

alpha, I entered these additive scales into the regression models. The results of these analyses suggested 

that single-item measures were not different from multiple-item measures. The additive scales did not 

predict change towards desistance, while other variables (e.g. the outcome was determined by genuine 

consensus) entered into the analytical models almost consistently remained significant, as in the models 

with single-item measures. For example, neither orientation nor readiness scales showed a significant 

relationship with a lack of post-conference offending in one year (beta = −.620, p = .302 and beta = 

−.530, p = .589 respectively). Thus, in this quantitative reanalysis, the choice of a single-item measure of 

readiness did not affect the results. 

37 For more details on the supplemental analyses, see Appendix B. 
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outcome measure in the male-only case, the small sample size may be the reason why 

the findings were not statistically significant because statistical significance is 

influenced by sample size (Trafimow et al., 2018; Wasserstein and Lazar, 2016). Thus, 

the supplemental analyses showed that the results were similar when female and 

Indigenous offenders were excluded from the analysis. 

4.6. Summary of Study A 

Study A had two objectives. The first was to identify which aspects of RJ 

conferencing supported change towards desistance in the data from the SAJJ project. 

The second was to examine if these factors varied across different measures of 

offending patterns towards desistance and with different follow-up periods.  

As for the first objective, my findings showed that reaching a genuine consensus on 

the agreement plan was associated with change towards desistance, in all of the 

measures I employed for offending patterns towards desistance. I explore why this 

variable showed such strong effects among other variables in Chapter 6. Regarding the 

second objective, the findings showed that there was no difference between the 

measures of offending patterns towards desistance because the same variables, genuine 

consensus and residential stability, were associated with all the outcome measures in 

both follow-up periods. The supplemental analyses generally supported these findings 

by showing similar findings when multiple regression analyses were conducted with 

male-only and non-Indigenous-only cases.   
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Chapter 5 Study B 

5.1. Introduction 

In this chapter, which covers Study B, I address the question of why RJ 

conferencing may support change towards desistance. To address this question, I 

reanalyse the SAJJ data by employing integrated measures of offending patterns 

towards desistance. I first classify YPs into the desistance typology developed by Daly 

and Proietti-Scifoni (2009). By comparing the classifications of the desistance typology 

between 1- and 5-year follow-up periods, I then construct groups of desistance 

trajectories during the 5-year follow-up period. Based on these, I conduct a thematic 

analysis on YP perceptions using data obtained from the SAJJ time 1 (approximately 

one month after the conference) and time 2 (approximately 1-year after time 1) 

interviews with YPs. I examine why there are differences between desistance 

trajectories following YPs’ participation in RJ conferencing. I also offer results of a 

supplemental analysis on gender, racial-ethnic identity and offence type. Based on the 

findings, I establish a concept of offender journey that differentiates the desistance 

trajectories after RJ conferencing.  

5.2. Classifying YPs into the Desistance Typology 

Based on Daly and Proietti-Scifoni’s (2009) threefold typology of desistance, I first 

classify all 89 primary YPs in the SAJJ data with 1-year and 5-year follow-up periods 

respectively:38  

• Desisters, who ‘stopped offending completely’ after the conference (Daly and 

Proietti-Scifoni, 2009, p. 39). 

 
38 The full offending details of each YP are available in Appendix C. 
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• Partial desisters, who committed a few offences after the conference, but 

compared with the pre-conference phase ‘there was a reduction in the frequency 

of offending or the quality of the offending was minor . . . Significant crime-free 

gaps were evident’ (Daly and Proietti-Scifoni, 2009, p. 39). 

• Persisters, whose ‘offending intensified and escalated’ after the conference 

(Daly and Proietti-Scifoni, 2009, p. 39). 

To classify YPs, I use the following measures of offending patterns towards 

desistance:  

• a prevalence measure of post-conference offending 

• change in frequency between pre- and post-conference offending 

• change in variety of offence type between pre- and post-conference offending 

• change in seriousness between pre- and post-conference offending 

• crime-free period between the conference and the first post-conference offence. 

I categorise frequency and variety into four groups: ‘none’, ‘light’ (1 or 2 

offences/offence types), ‘moderate’ (3–6 offences/offence types) and ‘heavy’ (7 or more 

offences/offence types). To compare the seriousness of pre- and post-conference 

offending, I classify the NOI, which ranks offences according to seriousness, into the 

three categories proposed by Skrzypiec (2005)— ‘low’ (97–157), ‘moderate’ (ranks 65–

96) and ‘high’ (ranks 1–64). 

I use two follow-up periods for the classifications of the desistance typology 

between 1- and 5-year follow-ups, for two reasons. Each desistance typology indicates 

only the status of desistance at the end of the follow-up period; it does not show how the 

desistance trajectories changed throughout the 5-year follow-up period. I aim to 

examine the desistance trajectory each YP experienced throughout the 5-year follow-up 
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period after RJ conferencing. After classifying these, I seek to identify overall 

desistance trajectories by comparing them.  

5.2.1. Desistance Typology with a 1-Year Follow-up 

As for Daly and Proietti-Scifoni (2009), with the 1-year follow-up period, I could 

easily classify some cases, while others were difficult. I first describe the easy cases, 

then discuss how I handled those that were more difficult. 

5.2.1.1 Easy Judgements (n = 82) 

Eighty-two YPs were easily classified into desisters, partial desisters and persisters.  

Desisters (n = 44) 

Regardless of whether YPs had committed pre-conference offences, a total of 44 

YPs were classified as desisters because they had no post-conference offence. More 

than half (n = 26) had committed no pre-conference offences. 

Partial Desisters (n = 20) 

I classified 20 YPs as partial desisters. The levels of their offending were placed in 

the light/moderate level for all three measures of offending patterns towards desistance 

(changes in frequency, variety and seriousness between pre- and post-conference 

offending). For the 13 YPs with a prior criminal history, except for one case (98-504-

1),39 their offending de-escalated into or persisted only at a light level in terms of 

frequency. In the cases of seven YPs with no prior criminal history, they committed 

only one or two minor/moderate post-conference offences. Because they were involved 

in only a few post-conference offences, their crime-free periods were almost a year on 

average. 

 
39 This number indicates the SAJJ identification number of the YP. 
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Persisters (n = 18) 

Eighteen YPs were classified as persisters. All these cases showed escalation or 

persistence of post-conference offences. Although the level of change or persistence 

varied, none de-escalated. In all cases, frequency persisted at or escalated into 

moderate/heavy. Except for five cases (i.e. 98-169, 98-346, 98-448, 98-476, 98-510), 

seriousness escalated into or persisted at a high level. Because all these 18 YPs were 

heavily involved in post-conference offending, particularly in terms of frequency, their 

crime-free periods were relatively short compared with other groups of YPs. Among 

these 18 YPs, 15 had committed pre-conference offences. 

5.2.1.2. Difficult Judgements (n = 7) 

The remaining seven cases were somewhat difficult to classify and required more 

careful examination. To deal with these, I sought commonalities and found that they 

could be largely divided into two groups: (1) the six YPs committing a few serious post-

conference offences and (2) one YP showing both escalation and de-escalation.  

(1) YPs Committing a Few Serious Post-Conference Offences (n = 6): Partial Desisters 

I classified all these six YPs into partial desisters because a path to desistance was 

somewhat evident. Except for one case (i.e. 98-423), they were involved in one or two 

serious crimes after the conference, but frequency de-escalated into or persisted at a 

light level. Similar to other partial desisters, they also had about a 1-year crime-free 

period on average. Case 98-423 was involved in three serious crimes after the 

conference, but a path to desistance was also evident in this case because the level of 

frequency largely de-escalated from heavy (16) to moderate (6) within a year.  

(2) YP Showing Both Escalation and De-escalation (n = 1): Persister 

The remaining case was more difficult to classify because it showed de-escalation 

in seriousness but escalations in frequency and variety. Comparing it with other cases in 
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the partial desister and persister categories, I classified this case as a persister. I made 

this decision because this case was more similar to other persister cases than partial 

desisters in that it showed a tendency of escalation in post-conference offending, 

particularly in terms of frequency. 

5.2.1.3. Summary of the Classification with a 1-year Follow-up Period 

In sum, for the 1-year follow-up period, I classified YPs (n = 89) as follows: 

• desisters (n = 44, 49%) 

• partial desisters (n = 26, 29%) 

• persisters (n = 19, 21%). 

5.2.2. Desistance Typology with a 5-Year Follow-up 

As for the 1-year follow-up period, for the 5-year follow-up period, some cases 

were easy to classify, while others were difficult. I first describe the easy cases, then 

discuss how I handled those that were more difficult. 

5.2.2.1. Easy Judgements (n = 56) 

Fifty-six YPs were easily classified as either desisters, partial desisters or persisters. 

Desisters (n = 20) 

Regardless of whether YPs had committed pre-conference offences, a total of 20 

YPs were classified as desisters because they committed no post-conference offence. 

Eleven of these had committed pre-conference offences. 

Partial Desisters (n = 13) 

I classified 13 YPs as partial desisters. The levels of their offending were placed in 

the light/moderate level for all three measures of offending patterns towards desistance. 

For the seven YPs with a prior criminal history, their offending de-escalated into or 

persisted only at the light/moderate level in terms of frequency, variety and seriousness. 
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In the cases of the six YPs with no pre-conference offending, they committed only one 

or two minor/moderate post-conference offences in terms of seriousness. All of these 

had committed no serious post-conference offence, and had more than a 3-year crime-

free period in total, either between the conference and the first post-conference offence 

or between the last post-conference offence and the end of the 5-year follow-up period. 

Persisters (n = 23) 

Twenty-three YPs were classified into persisters. All these cases showed significant 

escalation or persistence in their post-conference offences. Although the level of change 

or persistence varied, they did not show any de-escalation. In 14 cases (i.e. 97-1106, 98-

051, 98-203, 98-275-1, 98-290, 98-292, 98-301, 98-304, 98-322, 98-323, 98-324, 98-

326, 98-369, 98-423), post-conference offences escalated into or persisted at the highest 

level of the three measures of offending patterns towards desistance: frequency (heavy), 

variety (heavy) and seriousness (high). The post-conference offences in three cases (i.e. 

98-169, 98-476, 98-510) escalated into a heavy level in terms of frequency and variety 

and persisted at a moderate level concerning seriousness. In the other four cases (i.e. 98-

237, 98-382, 98-411, 98-448), post-conference offences escalated into or persisted at a 

heavy/high level in terms of frequency and seriousness, while the level of variety 

escalated into or remained at a moderate level. The remaining two cases (i.e. 98-346, 

98-419) escalated in frequency at a heavy level, but the levels of escalation and 

persistence in variety and seriousness were limited to the moderate level. All of these 23 

YPs were heavily involved in post-conference offending, particularly regarding 

frequency. They had less than a 1-year crime-free period, either between the conference 

and the first post-conference offence or between the last post-conference offence and 

the end of the 5-year follow-up period. Among these 23 YPs, 20 had committed pre-

conference offences. 
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5.2.2.2. Difficult Judgements (n = 33) 

The remaining 33 YPs were somewhat difficult to classify and required more 

careful examination. To deal with these cases, I again sought commonalities and found 

that the remaining cases could be largely divided into three categories: (1) nine YPs 

committing one or two serious post-conference offences, (2) three YPs deescalating in 

one of the measures of offending patterns towards desistance and (3) 21 YPs escalating 

into or persisting mostly at a moderate level in their post-conference offences.  

(1) YPs Committing One or Two Serious Post-Conference Offences (n = 9): Partial 

Desisters 

I classified all these nine YPs as partial desisters because a path to desistance was 

somewhat evident. While they were involved in one or two serious crimes after the 

conference, frequency remained at a light level (i.e. 1 or 2 occasions). For the two with 

a criminal history before the conference (i.e. 98-384, 98-420), both had committed only 

one pre-conference offence. Similar to other partial desisters, they also had about a 3-

year crime-free period in total, either between the conference and the first post-

conference offence or between the last post-conference offence and the end of the 5-

year follow-up period. 

(2) YPs De-escalating in One of the Measures of Offending Patterns Towards 

Desistance (n = 3): Partial Desisters 

I classified these cases as partial desisters because a path to desistance was also 

somewhat evident. Although the degree of de-escalation varied in each case, these YPs 

showed de-escalation in their post-conference offences. In one case (i.e. 98-490), the 

levels of frequency and variety escalated from light into a moderate level in post-

conference offending, but the level of seriousness decreased from high into the 

moderate level. Another case (i.e. 98-545) showed de-escalation in frequency and 



 

105 

 

variety. The last case (i.e. 98-679) showed no change in frequency and seriousness, but 

the level of variety decreased.  

 (3) YPs Escalating into or Persisting Mostly at a Moderate Level in Post-Conference 

Offending (n = 21): Partial Desisters 

The remaining 21 cases committed post-conference offences at a moderate level in 

general. Except for five cases (i.e. 98-226, 98-375-1, 98-415, 98-495, 98-618), where 

the variety of post-conference offences escalated into only the light level, the frequency 

of post-conference offences escalated or persisted at a moderate level. Except for four 

cases (i.e. 98-313, 98-344, 98-375-1, 98-495), where the seriousness of post-conference 

offences escalated into the low or moderate levels, all cases were involved in only a few 

serious post-conference offences. Given these offending patterns, I classified these cases 

into partial desisters because their post-conference offending did not escalate. 

5.2.2.3. Summary of the Classification with a 5-year Follow-up Period 

In sum, for the 5-year follow-up period, I classified YPs (n = 89) as follows: 

• desisters (n = 20, 22%) 

• partial desisters (n = 46, 52%) 

• persisters (n = 23, 26%). 

5.2.3. Summary of the Classifications 

Although I used all primary YPs for my classification, I limited my analysis to the 

sub-sample of 72 YPs who had participated in both the SAJJ YP time 1 and time 2 

interviews. As discussed in Chapter 3, since my thesis involves two studies (Study A 

and Study B), each study was treated separately in terms of analysis. It was necessary to 

create the sub-sample of 72 because the YPs’ attitudes towards offending were asked 

only in the time 2 interviews (Daly, 2001). I examined if there were any significant 

differences between the full and sub-samples in terms of retention rates. 
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Table 21 shows retention rates in the desistance typology at time 2. When looking 

across the rows to determine retention rates, the number of cases almost equally 

decreased following case attrition for each follow-up period. Therefore, I suggest that 

the effect of case attrition is minimal in terms of the analysis of the differences between 

the desistance typologies. 

Table 21 Number and retention rates of the desistance typologies across the two follow-up periods 

Desistance 

typology 

1-year follow-up classification 5-year follow-up classification 

Number 

of all 

primary 

YPs 

Number of 

primary 

YPs 

interviewed 

at time 2 

Retention 

rate (%) 

All 

primary 

YPs (N) 

Primary 

YPs 

interviewed 

at time 2 

(N) 

Retention 

rate (%) 

Desister 44 38 86 20 15 75 

Partial 

desister 
26 20 77 46 40 87 

Persister 19 14 74 23 17 74 

Total 89 72 81 89 72 81 

 

5.3. Identification of Desistance Trajectories Through RJ Conferencing 

I next sought to identify the overall desistance trajectories through RJ conferencing 

for 72 primary YPs with a 5-year follow-up by comparing the classifications of the 1-

year and 5-year follow-ups. Each desistance typology indicates only the status of 

desistance at the end of the follow-up period, but I aim to examine the desistance 

trajectory each YP experienced throughout the 5-year follow-up period after RJ 

conferencing.  

I identified four groups, which indicate the desistance trajectory each YP 

experienced throughout the 5-year follow-up period. The first group comprises ‘stable 

desisters’. These YPs were not once involved in post-conference offending during the 5-

year follow-up period; the group thus consists of YPs who were classified as desisters at 

both 1-year and 5-year follow-ups (n = 15). The second group comprises ‘halfway 

desisters’. These YPs were still involved in offending after RJ conferencing, but on the 

path to desistance because their offending trajectories did not show any escalation in 
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post-conference offending in terms of frequency, severity or variety. This group consists 

of two types of YPs: (1) those who were classified as desisters at a 1-year follow-up and 

as partial desisters at a 5-year follow-up (n = 20) and (2) those who were classified as 

partial desisters at a 1-year follow-up and as partial desisters at a 5-year follow-up 

(n = 18). The third group comprises ‘boundary offenders’. They are situated between 

halfway desisters and stable persisters because they showed both escalation and de-

escalation in their post-conference offending throughout the 5-year follow-up period. It 

consists of three types of YPs: (1) those who were classified as persisters at a 1-year 

follow-up and as partial desisters at a 5-year follow-up (n = 2), (2) those who were 

classified as desisters at a 1-year follow-up and as persisters at a 5-year follow-up 

(n = 3) and (3) those who were classified as partial desisters at a 1-year follow-up and as 

persisters at a 5-year follow-up (n = 2). The final group is ‘stable persisters’. These YPs 

escalated in terms of the quantity, nature and quality of post-conference offending 

during the 5-year follow-up period. This group consists of YPs who were classified as 

persisters at both 1-year and 5-year follow-ups (n = 12). 

In sum, by comparing the classifications of the desistance typology between 1- and 

5-year follow-ups, I categorised YPs (n = 72) into the following four groups of 

desistance trajectories following conferencing:  

• ‘stable desisters’, who were not involved in any post-conference offending 

(n = 15, 21%) 

• ‘halfway desisters’, who were still on the path to desistance after RJ 

conferencing (n = 38, 53%) 

• ‘boundary offenders’, who showed both escalation and de-escalation in their 

post-conference offending (n = 7, 10%) 

• ‘stable persisters’, whose offending continued to escalate after RJ conferencing 

(n = 12, 17%). 
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5.4. Preliminary Analysis 

Using these desistance trajectories through RJ conferencing, I conducted a thematic 

analysis of YPs’ responses to the SAJJ interviews (see Chapter 3 for a discussion of this 

instrument). I examined why desistance trajectories through RJ conferencing differed 

and how YP perceptions were linked to their desistance trajectories through RJ 

conferencing. Specifically, following my holistic process model of RJ conferencing for 

offenders (see Figure 1 in Chapter 2), I explored three phases of RJ conferencing—the 

pre-conferencing phase, immediate outcomes and long-term outcomes—because I aim 

to investigate how YPs’ perceptions changed throughout the RJ conferencing process 

and how these perceptions were associated with their desistance trajectories. By seeking 

common themes between YPs in similar desistance trajectories and distinct themes 

between YPs in different desistance trajectories, I examined how desistance trajectories 

through RJ conferencing differ between cases. 

After a preliminary analysis of the desistance trajectories, I noticed that boundary 

offenders and stable persisters were similar in their perceptions (for more details, see 

Appendix D). These groups were similar in terms of how YPs experienced RJ 

conferencing and perceived their offending, in ways that were different from the other 

desistance trajectories (i.e. stable desisters and halfway desisters). For example, at the 

time 1 interview, both boundary offenders and stable persisters were more likely to 

reflect that they lacked an interest in the conference before attending, have a negative or 

no memory of the conference a year later at the time 2 interview, be pessimistic about 

being involved in offending in the future at the time 1 interview and have reasons for 

getting into trouble between the conference and the time 2 interview. In line with these 

similarities, I re-grouped them into one group, ‘persisters’, in the main analysis (see 

Table 22).  
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Table 22 Classification for the main analysis 

Classification of the desistance trajectories Classifications for the main analysis 

Stable desisters Stable desisters 

Halfway desisters Halfway desisters 

Boundary offenders 
Persisters 

Stable persisters 

 

Given the small number of cases (n = 7 for boundary offenders and n = 12 for 

stable persisters), combining these two groups could better explain the differences 

between the desistance trajectories. Also, the offending patterns after RJ conferencing 

among boundary offenders were more similar to those of stable persisters than other 

groups because boundary offenders also showed escalations in their offending in either 

the 1-year follow-up or the 5-year follow-up period. In sum, I used the following three 

groups of desistance trajectories for the main analysis in Study B (n = 72): 

• ‘stable desisters’, who were not involved in any post-conference offending 

(n = 15, 21%) 

• ‘halfway desisters’, who were still on the path to desistance after RJ 

conferencing (N =38, 53%) 

• ‘persisters’, whose offending escalated after RJ conferencing (N = 19, 26%). 

5.5. Main Analysis 

Based on these three groups, I examined how desistance trajectories through RJ 

conferencing differed between cases. The analysis of the interviews revealed that there 

were differences between the desistance trajectories in terms of YP perceptions about 

each phase of RJ.  

5.5.1. YP Reflections of Their Perceptions Before Attending the Conference at the 

Time 1 Interview 

During the time 1 interviews, which were conducted approximately one month after 

the conference, YPs were asked about how they felt towards the conference and their 
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victims before attending the conference. I coded YP responses to the open-ended 

interview questions to identify differences between the desistance trajectories through 

RJ conferencing. An analysis of the 72 primary YPs revealed similarities and 

differences regarding how YPs reflected40 on their perceptions before attending the 

conference at the time 1 interview (see Table 23). 

Table 23 Summary of YP reflections of their perceptions before the conference at the time 1 interviews 

Group Interview items 
YP reflections of their perceptions at 

the time 1 interview 

Stable desisters 

• Before the conference, did 

you think about what you 

wanted to do or to say to 

the victim? (YP time 1 

interview) 

• (Thinking about the time 

before the conference) 

What were you hoping 

would happen at the 

conference? (YP time 1 

interview) 

At the time 1 interview, two-thirds of stable 

desisters (67%) said that before the 

conference, they viewed the conference as 

an opportunity to apologise or make up for 

what they had done to the victim. 

Halfway desisters 

At the time 1 interview, half of halfway 

desisters (50%) said that before the 

conference, they viewed the conference as 

an opportunity to apologise or make up for 

what they had done to the victim. 

Persisters 
At the time 1 interview, a majority of 

persisters (74%) said that before attending 

the conference, they lacked an interest in it. 

 

Drawing on the time 1 interview question of whether YPs had thought about what 

they wanted to do or say to the victim before the conference, I examined how YPs 

reflected on their attitudes before attending the conference. According to this variable, I 

characterised two-thirds of stable desisters (67%) as feeling remorseful before attending 

the conference because they said that they viewed the conference as an opportunity to 

apologise or make amends for what they had done to the victims. For example, when 

asked about whether they had thought about what to do or say to the victims at the 

conference, one stable desister (98-319), who was referred to the conference as a result 

 
40 The time 1 interview questions asked how YPs felt towards the victim and conference before attending 

the conference, but these interviews were conducted approximately one month after the conference. 

Therefore, the questions asked YPs to reflect on how they felt towards the victim and conference before 

attending the conference. 
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of a punch-up offence, reported that he wanted to apologise to the victim and reaffirm 

that the offence would not happen again.  

Using the same time 1 interview question, I categorised half of halfway desisters 

(50%) as feeling remorseful before attending the conference. Like stable desisters, 

halfway desisters said that they were willing to apologise to victims before attending the 

conference at the time 1 interview. In response to the question of whether they had 

thought about what to do or say to the victims before the conference,41 one halfway 

desister (98-170), who stole a car answered that he had thought to ‘Mainly apologise. 

Offer condolences. Make it up to him [the victim].’ Another halfway desister (98-399) 

brought an apology letter to the conference to convey his remorse: ‘I did write out an 

apology . . . to say that I was sorry [that] I did it. Regretful ‘n that, and I wouldn’t do it 

again.’  

In contrast, by examining the same time 1 interview question, I classified the 

majority of persisters (74%) as lacking interest in the conference before attending it 

because they said that they did not care about the conference before attending it. For 

example, when asked about whether they had thought about what to do or say to the 

victims before the conference, they reported that they had not done so at all. The 

following interview excerpt for one persister (98-346) illustrates her lack of interest in 

the conference: 

YP: [In response to the question of whether she thought about what she 

wanted to do or say to the victims] Not at all. 

 
41 In relation to this question, one stable desister and six halfway desisters reported that they had not 

thought about it because they did not know if their victims were coming to the conference.  



 

112 

 

Interviewer: Could you tell me more about that? Did you know they 

were going to be there [at the conference] or which one was going to be 

there? 

YP: I was just got told that they [victims] were both going to be there. 

Interviewer: Could I just ask, did you kind of make up your mind that 

you didn’t want to say anything to them, like ‘I don’t want to say 

anything to them’, or did you just say, ‘I didn’t think about it’? 

YP: Didn’t really think about it. 

Their lack of interest in the conference before attending it was also confirmed by 

the other time 1 interview question. When asked about what they were hoping would 

happen at the conference at the time 1 interview, they said that they did not care about 

what would happen. For example, in response to this interview question, one persister 

(98-301) answered, ‘Just that it all went smoothly and stuff.’ In response to the same 

interview question, another persister (98-323) reported that he did not expect anything 

from the conference: 

YP: [In reply to the question of there was something he was hoping 

would happen in the conference] No, not really. 

Interviewer: You didn’t go in hoping, ‘well I hope I get this’? 

YP: No, not really. I didn’t think much about it.  

5.5.2. YP Perceptions Towards the Victim and Conference at the Time 2 Interview 

In the time 2 interview, conducted approximately one year after the time 1 

interview, YPs were asked why they decided to offer or not offer an apology. The time 

2 interview also asked about the one thing that they remembered about the conference a 

year later. An analysis of these interview questions reveals distinctions between the 
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desistance trajectories in terms of the reasons for offering or not offering an apology and 

memories of the conference at the time 2 interview (see Table 24).  

Table 24 Summary of YP perceptions towards the victim and conference at the time 2 interview  

Group Interview items YP responses 

Stable desisters 

• We’re interested to learn why 

you decided to say sorry to 

the victim / write an apology 

letter to the victim. Can you 

tell me why you did? (YP 

time 2 interview) 

• We’re interested to learn why 

you decided not to say sorry. 

Can you tell me why? (YP 

time 2 interview) 

• The one thing the YP 

remembered. (YP time 2 

interview) 

• At the time 2 interview, a 

majority of stable desisters 

(73%) mentioned that they 

decided to offer an apology 

because they felt sorry for the 

victim and offending. 

• At the time 2 interview, more 

than half of stable desisters 

(60%) had a positive memory 

of the conference a year later. 

Halfway desisters 

• At the time 2 interview, about 

half of halfway desisters 

(47%) mentioned that they 

decided to offer an apology 

because they felt sorry for the 

victim and offending. 

• At the time 2 interview, more 

than half of halfway (60%) 

desisters had a positive 

memory of the conference a 

year later. 

Persisters 

• At the time 2 interview, more 

than half of persisters (63%) 

mentioned that they had felt 

coerced or refused to 

apologise. 

• At the time 2 interview, the 

majority of persisters (74%) 

had a bad memory or no 

memory of the conference a 

year later. 

 

Drawing on the time 2 interview question of why they decided to say sorry or write 

an apology letter to the victim, I classified stable desisters as feeling remorseful. At the 

time 2 interview, a majority of stable desisters (73%) mentioned that they decided to 

offer an apology because they felt sorry for the victim and offending. For example, 

when asked at the time 2 interview for the reason why he offered an apology to the 

victim, one stable desister (98-010), who was referred to the conference as a result of an 

assault on a stranger, reported that it was out of regret: ‘Cause what I did was stupid 

basically and it deserved an apology.’ In response to the same time 2 interview 
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question, another stable desister (97-273), who stole a car, also stated that the main 

reason for offering an apology was remorse: ‘Because I thought what I did was wrong . 

. .  Just felt heaps sorry for him.’  

This characterisation of remorse among stable desisters is supported by their 

memory of the conference a year later. When asked at the time 2 interview about the 

one thing that they remembered about their conference, more than half of stable 

desisters (60%) had a positive memory of the conference. For instance, one stable 

desister (98-010) mentioned that he felt positively towards the conference because he 

now understood the impact of his offending on the victims: ‘Probably positive cause I 

could see how they [victims] were feeling and that.’ Another stable desister (98-125), 

who damaged hotel equipment, was also satisfied with the conference because he could 

apologise to the victim: 

I remember a lot of details [of the conference] but just the fact that . . . I 

was pretty happy with how it ended. And the fact that I made an apology 

to [the victim], which is pretty important I think . . . and it meant a lot to 

everyone there. 

Using the same time 2 interview question on the reason for offering an apology, I 

also categorised halfway desisters as feeling remorseful because, like stable desisters, 

about half of halfway desisters (47%) decided to offer an apology to the victims because 

they felt sorry for the victim and offending. When asked at the time 2 interview for the 

reasons why he decided to apologise to the victim, one halfway desister (98-168), who 

damaged a school bus, answered that he did so out of guilt: ‘Cause it was the right thing 

to do. It sort of made me feel a bit guilty for doing something and not apologising, 

especially when you get caught.’ In response to the same interview question, another 
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halfway desister (98-444), who stole a car, reported that he decided to apologise 

because the conference helped him understand the impact of his crime on the victim:  

Because I was genuinely sorry. Cause if I had actually known it was 

not the person’s car when I was getting into it, I would not have 

gotten into it. And I can understand, like how annoyed I would be if 

someone did that to me, so I understand how he felt. 

Similar to stable desisters, this characterisation of remorse is supported by the fact 

that more than half of halfway desisters (60%) had a positive memory of the conference 

at the time 2 interview. When asked about the one thing that they remembered about 

their conference one year later, they reported their satisfaction with the conference. For 

example, one halfway desister (98-444) mentioned that he remembered the conference 

because ‘I was amazed at how well it [the conference] went actually. I thought it was 

going to be a whole lot more difficult.’ 

At the same time, based on the interview 2 question of why they decided not to 

offer an apology to the victim, I classified more than half of persisters (63%) as lacking 

remorse at the time 2 interview. When asked for their reasons for not giving a verbal 

apology or writing a letter of apology at the time 2 interview, they mentioned a refusal 

or reluctance to apologise to the victim. For example, one persister (98-553), who 

punched a peer, refused to apologise because he did not feel sorry for his act: 

YP: [In response to the question of why he did not offer an apology] He 

[the victim] didn’t deserve an apology. 

Interviewer: Tell me why, please? 

YP: Oh, the reason I hit him was because he threw a pie in my face and I 

saw that as revenge. 
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Interviewer: So, you hitting him was just to even the score. Is that how 

you saw it? 

YP: Yes. 

Drawing on the interview 2 question of why they decided to offer an apology to the 

victim, I also characterised persisters who gave a verbal apology or wrote a letter of 

apology (n = 12) as lacking remorse, as, at the time 2 interview, a majority of them 

(75%) stated that they felt that they had been coerced to apologise. They also reported 

that they apologised because it was just part of the agreement plan or they were told to 

do so by the conference coordinator. For example, when asked for the reasons why she 

offered an apology to the victims at the time 2 interview, one persister (98-346), who 

assaulted her teacher, reported that she apologised ‘because it was part of the agreement 

plan’. In response to the same time 2 interview question, another persister (98-510), 

who punched her peer, answered that she decided to apologise because the conference 

coordinator told her to do so: 

YP: [In response to the question of why she decided to apologise] 

Because I had to. 

Interviewer: Why did you have to? 

YP: That’s what they told me to do. 

Interviewer: Who? 

YP: YJC [Name of the conference coordinator] and that. 

Like stable desisters and halfway desisters, this characterisation of lacking remorse 

is supported by their answers to the time 2 interview question of what they remembered 

about the conference a year later; a majority of persisters (74%) lacked a memory of the 

conference a year later. When asked at the time 2 interview about the one thing that they 

remembered about their conference one year later, one persister (98-490), who punched 
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other youth, reported that he did not remember the conference, stating ‘The dude [the 

victim] wasn’t there [at the conference] . . . that’s all I remember.’ In response to the 

same time 2 interview question, another persister (97-1106), who punched his peer, 

answered that he did not remember much about the conference, stating ‘I remember that 

I got community service, um, and that’s about it.’  

Alternatively, other persisters had negative memories or recollections of the 

conference at the time 2 interview. For example, when asked about the one thing that 

they remembered about their conference a year later at the time 2 interview, one stable 

persister (98-382), who broke into his workplace, reported that he felt negatively 

towards the conference because he felt disrespected by the victim: 

YP: [In response to the question of what the one thing he remembered 

about the conference] They [victims] were giving me shit when I was 

sitting there [at the conference]. 

Interviewer: They were giving you what? Dirty looks or something? 

YP: Yeah, daggers, all the time, and I couldn’t, like, stand it. 

5.5.3. YP Perceptions Towards Post-Conference Offending at the Time 1 and Time 

2 Interviews 

In the time 1 interview, which was conducted approximately one month after the 

conference, YPs were asked about how likely they thought it was that they would be 

involved in serious offending after the conference. In the time 2 interview, which was 

conducted approximately one year after the time 1 interview, YPs were asked for the 

reasons why they thought they stayed out of / got into trouble after the conference. For 

those who were involved in post-conference offending detected by police, the time 2 

interview asked why they got into trouble. For those who were not involved in post-

conference offending detected by police, the time 2 interview first asked whether YPs 
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were involved in any illegal activities that were not by detected police. If YPs answered 

yes, they were then asked for their reasons for getting into trouble (even though they 

were not officially involved in post-conference offending). If YP answered no, they 

were then asked for their reasons for staying out of trouble.  

In five cases,42 YPs answered a question regarding their reasons for getting into 

trouble even though they were not officially involved in any offending one year after the 

conference. I used the official offending record from the police to classify YPs into the 

desistance typology and trajectories; therefore, these five cases, particularly those 

classified as stable desisters, may be problematic in my analysis because they provided 

reasons for getting into trouble that were not detected by police. However, I analysed 

the reason for getting into / staying out of trouble including these cases. Regardless of 

which reasons YPs gave, my focus was on how YPs understood their reasons for 

offending. Also, the inclusion of these YPs did not produce any change in the overall 

findings because of the small number of cases.  

An analysis of the time 1 and time 2 interview questions revealed distinctions 

between the groups in terms of the perceived likelihood of future offending and reasons 

for being involved in or not being involved in post-conference offending (see Table 25). 

 

  

 
42 These are 97-1106 (persister), 98-263A (stable desister), 98-319 (stable desister), 98-382 (persister) and 

98-405 (halfway desister).  
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Table 25 Differences in YP perceptions on future offending at the time 1 and time 2 interviews 

Group Interview items YP responses 

Stable desisters 

• Do you think it likely or 

unlikely that you will be 

involved in a serious offence 

in the future? (YP time 1 

interview) 

• So why do you think you’ve 

stayed out of trouble? (YP 

time 2 interview) 

• Since the SAJJ conference, 

why do you think you’ve 

gotten into trouble again? Or 

why are you breaking the law 

or doing illegal things? (YP 

time 2 interview) 

• A majority of stable desisters 

(73%) were optimistic about 

having no future offending at 

the time 1 interview. 

• More than half of stable 

desisters (60%) had reasons to 

stay out of trouble between 

the conference and the time 2 

interview. 

Halfway desisters 

• A majority of halfway 

desisters (68%) were 

optimistic about having no 

future offending at the time 1 

interview. 

• Less than half of halfway 

desisters (42%) were unsure 

about the reasons for their 

offending between the 

conference and time 2 

interview. 

• More halfway desisters had 

reasons to stay out of trouble 

(42%) rather than reasons to 

get into trouble (32%) 

between the conference and 

time 2 interview. 

Persisters 

• More than half of persisters 

(53%) were pessimistic or 

unsure about their future 

involvement in offending at 

the time 1 interview. 

• A majority of persisters 

(79%) had reasons to get into 

trouble between the 

conference and time 2 

interview. 

 

The time 1 interview asked about YPs’ perceived likelihood of future serious 

offending after the conference. Based on this, I characterised stable desisters as 

optimistic about having no future offending after the conference because most stable 

desisters (73%) felt confident that they would not be involved in such offending. For 

example, when asked about whether he would likely be involved in serious offending 

after the conference at the time 1 interview, one stable desister (98-345), who sexually 

assaulted a family member reported that he was optimistic about having no future 

offending because he now felt remorseful for what he had done: ‘[I]t’s wrong to be 
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involved in a serious offence.’ In response to the same time 1 interview question, 

another stable desister (98-307), who damaged the victim’s car, answered that he would 

not commit a serious offence because he now understood the impact of his offending: 

‘Because I know what the consequences [getting into trouble with the police, paying 

money] are.’  

At the time 2 interviews, conducted approximately one year after the time 1 

interviews, YPs were asked about why they stayed out of trouble between the 

conference and the time 2 interview. More than half of the stable desisters (60%) 

reported that they were not involved in any official post-conference offending because 

they had reasons that kept them out of trouble. For example, one stable desister (98-

307) reported the influence of pro-social peers for not being involved in post-conference 

offending: ‘Friends—they didn’t want to do stuff either.’ Another stable desister (98-

479) mentioned that he did not engage in post-conference offending because he received 

help from his family: ‘Because I’ve always got [name of a family member] and Mum 

around to keep me out of trouble. If someone pisses me off, they put me somewhere 

where I can’t touch them.’ Another stable desister (98-345) stated that he stayed out of 

trouble because he was committed to his education: 

YP: [In response to the question of why he thinks he has stayed out of 

trouble] Cause in primary school, last year, I got so many time outs for 

fighting, damaging things. But this year’s changed. It’s like I’m just not 

getting any detentions. 

Interviewer: Why do you think you’ve changed your behaviour? 

YP: It just helps me with my school work.  

Drawing on the time 1 interview question on the perceived likelihood of future 

serious offending, halfway desisters were also characterised as optimistic about having 
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no future offending after the conference at the time 1 interview. When asked about 

whether they would be likely to be involved in serious offending after the conference at 

the time 1 interview, a majority of halfway desisters (68%) were confident that they 

would have no future offending.  

When asked about their reasons for staying out of or getting into trouble between 

the conference and time 2 interview, less than half of the halfway desisters (42%) were 

unsure about the reasons why they did or did not stay out of trouble.43 Among those 

who were not involved in any official post-conference offending between the 

conference and time 2 interview, many were not sure why they stayed out of trouble. 

For example, when asked about why she stayed out of trouble between the conference 

and time 2 interview, one halfway desister (98-219), who physically assaulted her 

teacher, could not provide a definitive answer about why she was not involved in any 

official offending between the conference and time 2 interview: 

YP: [In response to the question of why she thinks she has stayed out of 

trouble] Uh, I don’t know, I just haven’t. I’ve been thinking about my 

actions you know, and stuff like that. Just, I don’t know, just haven’t. 

Interviewer: I know but sometimes there can be reasons. If you kind of 

push yourself into thinking why. Is it a decision you’ve made self-

consciously? 

 
43 Halfway desisters (n = 38) consist of two groups of YPs: (1) those who were classified as desisters at a 

1-year follow-up and partial desisters at the 5-year follow-up (n = 18) and (2) those who were classified 

as partial desisters at the 1-year follow-up and partial desisters at the 5-year follow-up (n = 20). In other 

words, YPs in the former groups were not involved in any illegal activities detected by police between the 

conference and time 2 interview. As a result, some halfway desisters answered the question of why they 

stayed out of trouble between the conference and time 2 interview. Other halfway desisters were asked 

about their reasons for getting into trouble between the conference and time 2 interview. 
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YP: No, I don’t know. I just don’t want to get into trouble, I guess.  

Among halfway desisters who were involved in post-conference offending between 

the conference and the time 2 interview, many were also unsure about the reasons for 

their involvement in official post-conference offending. For instance, when asked about 

his reasons for post-conference offending between the conference and the time 2 

interview, one halfway desister (98-167) who broke into the victim’s house offered no 

definitive reason for his post-conference offending: ‘Um, because I just do. The cops 

said that I got pinged.’ 

Halfway desisters also differed from stable desisters in terms of the percentages of 

YPs offering reasons for staying out of / getting into trouble between the conference and 

the time 2 interview. Unlike stable desisters, more halfway desisters mentioned reasons 

for getting into trouble (42%) than staying out of trouble (32%) between the conference 

and the time 2 interview. For example, when asked why he was involved in post-

conference offending between the conference and the time 2 interview, one halfway 

desister (98-504), who broke into a company’s shed, reported that he did so because of a 

poor family relationship: 

YP: [In response to the question of why he thinks he got into trouble] 

Just family problems, I guess. 

Interviewer: Tell me about that? 

YP: Oh, you know, Mum drinks a lot.  

Interviewer: And how did that affect you? 

YP: Just wanted to get away. Have some fun, I guess, when I was young. 

In response to the same time 2 interview question, another halfway desister (98-

545), who stole a car, mentioned a crime-prone attitude as he did not think that 

committing a crime is wrong:  
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It’s like, getting into trouble before and after the conference, it’s all the 

same. I was caught up in a lifestyle you can’t just walk out of. You come 

out in a pine box or you don’t come out at all. I was a gangster. Done a 

lot of shit, so it didn’t matter. The conference didn’t make a difference to 

what was going to happen next because I did what I had to do, or I felt I 

had to do, for many reasons. 

Other reasons for getting into trouble provided by halfway desisters at the time 2 

interview included the existence of deviant peers, impulsivity and a bad neighbourhood.  

Drawing on the time 1 interview question on their perceived likelihood of future 

serious offending, I characterised persisters as pessimistic or unsure about their future 

involvement in offending. At the time 1 interview, more than half of the persisters 

(53%) were pessimistic or unsure about their future involvement in offending. When 

asked about their likelihood of future offending at the time 1 interview, one persister 

(98-476), who broke into a vacant house, reported that she would be involved in post-

conference offending because of boredom: ‘Because I get bored and I just have to do 

something.’ In response to the same interview question, another persister (98-275), who 

broke into a school, stated that he was unsure about his future involvement in offending, 

but that he would commit a similar type of crime if there was an opportunity:  

I dunno. But if someone’s stupid enough to leave the door open again, I 

probably will but, I dunno. It doesn’t cross your mind if you just see this 

door just swing open and there are chips staring you in the face, and you 

are hungry. There’s nothing to stop you. 

At the time 2 interview, a majority of persisters (79%) had reasons for getting into 

trouble between the conference and the time 2 interview. For example, when asked 

about his reasons for involvement in official post-conference offending between the 
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conference and the time 2 interview, one persister (98-323), who broke into a swimming 

pool, stated that it was boredom that led him to offending: ‘There’s nothing to do, so I 

get into trouble and then it’s some fun. It is more fun than doing nothing.’ In response to 

the same time 2 interview question, another persister (98-301), who assaulted his 

teacher, mentioned the influence of alcohol and deviant peers on his post-conference 

offending because he ‘get[s] drunk and just can’t help myself and like friends that I was 

hanging around with and that. They’re like, they’re just as bad really.’ 

5.5.4. Summary of the Main Analysis 

The analysis of YPs’ responses to the interviews revealed notable differences 

between the desistance trajectories through RJ conferencing during the 5-year follow-up 

period (see Table 26).  
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Table 26 Summary of YP perceptions between desistance trajectories 

Group 

Reflections on 

perceptions before 

attending the 

conference at the time 

1 interview 

Perceptions towards 

the victim and 

conference at the time 

2 interview 

Perceptions towards 

offending at the time 

1 and 2 interviews 

Stable desisters 

• Stable desisters 

viewed the 

conference as an 

opportunity to 

apologise or make 

amends for what they 

had done before 

attending it. 

 

• Stable desisters 

reported that they 

offered an apology 

because they felt 

sorry for the victim 

and offending and 

that they had a 

positive memory of 

the conference a year 

later. 

 

• Stable desisters were 

optimistic about no 

future offending at 

the time 1 interview 

and had reasons to 

stay out of trouble 

between the 

conference and the 

time 2 interview. 

 

Halfway desisters 

• Halfway desisters 

viewed the 

conference as an 

opportunity to 

apologise or make 

amends for what they 

had done before 

attending it. 

• Halfway desisters 

reported that they 

offered an apology 

because they felt 

sorry for the victim 

and offending and 

that they had a 

positive memory of 

the conference a year 

later. 

• Halfway desisters 

were optimistic about 

no future offending at 

the time 2 interview 

but were unsure about 

the reasons for their 

offending between the 

conference and the 

time 2 interview. 

Also, they had more 

reasons to get into 

trouble than reasons 

to stay out of trouble 

between the 

conference and the 

time 2 interview. 

 

Persisters 

• Persisters lacked an 

interest in the 

conference before 

attending it. 

• Persisters reported 

that they felt coerced 

or refused to 

apologise and that 

they had a bad 

memory or no 

memory of the 

conference a year 

later. 

• Persisters were 

pessimistic or unsure 

about future 

offending at the time 

1 interview and had 

reasons to get into 

trouble between the 

conference and time 

2 interview. 

 

Concerning the pre-conference phase, YPs differed in terms of their degrees of 

interest in attending the conference. According to the time 1 interview questions on 

whether YPs had thought about what they wanted to do or say to the victim before the 

conference and what they were hoping would happen at the conference before attending 

it, stable desisters and halfway desisters tended to view the conference as an opportunity 
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to apologise or make amends for what they had done. On the other hand, persisters 

tended to lack an interest in the conference before attending it.  

YPs could be distinguished in terms of the reasons for offering or not offering an 

apology and their memory of the conference a year later. In response to the interview 2 

question of why they decided to offer an apology, stable desisters and halfway desisters 

mentioned that they offered an apology because they felt sorry for the victim and 

offending. When asked about their memory of the conference a year later, they reported 

a positive memory. In contrast, in response to the interview question of why they 

decided to or decided not to offer an apology, persisters reported that they had felt 

coerced or refused to apologise. Additionally, when asked about their memory of the 

conference a year later, persisters had a bad memory or no memory of it. 

Drawing on the time 1 interview question on their perceived likelihood of future 

serious offending and the time 2 interview question on their reasons for post-conference 

offending, YPs also differed in their attitudes towards future offending and with regards 

to reasons for staying out of / getting into trouble. Stable desisters tended to show 

optimism about having no future offending at the time 1 interview and to have reasons 

to stay out of trouble between the conference and the time 2 interview. Halfway 

desisters also tended to be optimistic about no future offending at the time 1 interview, 

but they tended to be unsure about their reason for offending between the conference 

and the time 2 interview. Also, they had more reasons for getting into trouble than 

reasons for staying out of trouble between the conference and the time 2 interview. 

Persisters tended to be pessimistic or unsure about future involvement in offending at 

the time 1 interview and to have reasons for getting into trouble between the conference 

and the time 2 interview.  
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5.6. Supplemental Analysis 

As a supplemental analysis, I examined whether desistance trajectories through RJ 

conferencing varied in terms of gender, racial-ethnic identity, age and offence type 

because post-conference offending may differ across these variables (see 2.3. 

Reoffending Research on RJ Conferencing). I conducted cross-tabulation analyses of 

the groups by gender, racial-ethnic identity, age and offence type (including the real 

offence). I did not find any differences of note in terms of YP responses.44 

I took one step further to examine which factors other than the conferencing 

process affected the desistance trajectories through RJ conferencing. Based on the 

findings of the main analysis, I analysed the relationship between a risk factor for 

offending and the desistance trajectories. Whether YPs had a risk factor for offending 

was not coded in the original SAJJ dataset; therefore, I created a new variable of 

possessing a risk factor based the BOP and the time 2 interview (see Appendix A). In 

the BOP, the SAJJ observers noted their impressions of the YP based on their 

observation of the conference; in particular, the discussion during the conference of 

YPs’ situations that had led them to become involved in offending. In the BOP, there is 

also a section in which the SAJJ observer consulted with the conference coordinator to 

see whether there was anything the conference coordinator considered important to 

bring to the attention of the SAJJ project before observing the conference. At the end of 

the YP time 2 interview, the SAJJ interviewers were asked to report anything that they 

considered important to bring to the attention of the SAJJ project. In response to these 

questions, the SAJJ researchers reported risk factors for offending that included poor 

family relationship and history of abuse. I coded the number and type of risk factors.  

  

 
44 This finding may be because of the small number of cases to examine differences in terms of gender, 

racial-ethnic identity and offence type. 
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Table 27 Percentages of YPs having a risk factor in the desistance trajectories (n = 72)45 

Variable 

Percentage 

of yes 

among 

stable 

desisters 

(n = 15) 

Percentage 

of yes 

among 

halfway 

desisters 

(n = 38) 

Percentage 

of yes 

among 

persisters 

(n = 19) 

Fisher’s 

exact test 
p 

YPs had a risk factor for 

offending (BOP; YP time 1 

interview) (1 = yes) 

27 40 63 4.09* .09 

YPs had 3 or more home 

addresses five years after the 

conference (police record) (1 = 

yes) 

47 61 90 7.88** .02 

YPs had a risk factor and 3 or 

more home addresses five years 

after the conference (1 = yes) 

53 76 100 11.37*** .00 

* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01.  

Using this new variable, I explored whether there was any difference between the 

desistance trajectories. I did not find any difference in YP responses in terms of the type 

of risk factor; however, I found a difference in classification of the offender journey in 

terms of whether YPs had a risk factor for offending.46 Table 27 shows the relationship 

between a risk factor for offending and the desistance trajectories. As the level, nature 

and quality of post-conference offending worsen, more YPs had a risk factor for 

offending. In other words, more halfway desisters had a risk factor for offending than 

stable desisters, and more persisters had a risk factor for offending than halfway 

desisters. 

 
45 Because of the small sample, following other studies (e.g. Hayes and Daly, 2003; Hipple et al., 2014; 

LeBel et al., 2008), I extended the threshold of the statistical significance to ‘p < .10’ to include near 

statistical significance. This condition applies to the following analyses. In line with this extension, the 

results need to be interpreted with caution. To aid readers to assess the results, following the statement 

from the American Statistical Association (Wasserstein and Lazar, 2016), I report all p-values in my 

results. 

46 Due to these risk factors that exist even those in the easy journey possess, it is difficult to isolate the 

specific effect that RJ conferencing may have on helping young people start desisting from crime, as they 

may receive other interventions at home, school, and social services (Buston et al., 2011; Knight, 2014).  
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Analysing the SAJJ dataset, Hayes and Daly (2003) showed that residential 

instability, represented by the number of home addresses recorded in the police record, 

is associated with the prevalence of post-conference offending. Because the desistance 

trajectories are based on the 5-year follow-up, using residential stability five years after 

the conference, I also examined whether there was any difference in residential stability 

between the desistance trajectories (see Table 27). I found that residential instability as a 

risk factor for post-conference offending was also associated with the desistance 

trajectories. More halfway desisters were residentially unstable five years after the 

conference than stable desisters, and more persisters were residentially unstable five 

years after the conference than halfway desisters. This remained the case when the 

variables of YP having a risk factor and residential instability were combined in the 

analysis.  

5.7. Developing the Concept of Offender Journey Towards Desistance 

Based on the findings of the main and supplemental analyses, in this section, I seek 

to establish a concept of offender journey towards desistance.47 I first discuss what may 

constitute the offender journey towards desistance. This is followed by which factors 

may distinguish the offender journey towards desistance and other relationships within 

the offender journey towards desistance.  

 
47 This idea is derived from the concept of ‘victim journey’ in RJ conferencing established by Daly 

(2008a). It suggests that victims with different degrees of distress caused by crime experience different 

journeys towards recovery after RJ conferencing. According to this concept, there are three victim 

journeys: (1) easy journey where victims with ‘low/no’ distress ‘were not bothered emotionally and had 

fully recovered’, (2) change journey where victims with ‘moderate/high’ distress ‘were not bothered 

emotionally and had fully recovered’ and (3) difficult journey where victims ‘were not bothered, but had 

not recovered; or they were still bothered, but had recovered’ regardless of their distress level, or where 

victims with ‘low’ to ‘high’ distress ‘were still bothered and had not recovered’ (Daly, 2008a, p. 20-21). 
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5.7.1. What Constitutes Offender Journey Towards Desistance? 

The preceding findings have demonstrated differences between the groups of the 

desistance trajectories in terms of the degrees of YPs’ remorse before the conference, 

remorse after the conference, attitudes towards their future offending and possession of 

a risk factor for offending. Based on these distinctions regarding YPs’ perceptions, I 

develop the concept of offender journey towards desistance (n = 72). While the 

desistance trajectories only indicate the offending patterns, the concept of offender 

journey shows how offenders experience RJ conferencing and how their perceptions 

about the conference are linked to their desistance trajectories after RJ conferencing. 

Offender journey is grouped into three categories: 

• Optimal journey (n = 15, 21%): At the time 1 interview, YPs in the optimal 

journey group tended to consider that they were interested in attending the 

conference because they felt sorry for the victim and offending.48 At the time 2 

interview, they reported that they apologised out of remorse.49 They tended to 

have reasons for staying out of trouble between the conference and the time 2 

interview.50 They were not involved in offending after the conference. This 

group consisted of stable desisters. 

• Changing journey (n = 38, 53%): Like those in the optimal journey group, at the 

time 1 interview, YPs in the changing journey group tended to consider that they 

were interested in attending the conference because they felt sorry for the victim 

 
48 This is measured by the time 1 interview question of whether YPs had thought about what they wanted 

to do or say to the victim before the conference. This also applies to other journeys. 

49 This is measured by the time 2 interview question on the reasons for offering or not offering an 

apology. This also applies to other journeys. 

50 This is measured by the time 2 interview question on the reasons for staying out of / getting into trouble 

between the conference and the time 2 interview. This also applies to other journeys. 
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and offending. Similarly, at the time 2 interview, they reported that they 

apologised out of remorse. They had more reasons for getting into trouble than 

those for staying out of trouble between the conference and the time 2 interview. 

Unlike those in the optimal journey group, they experienced lapses and relapses 

of offending after the conference. This group consisted of halfway desisters. 

• Difficult journey (n = 19, 26%): At the time 1 interview, YPs in this group 

tended to consider that they lacked an interest in the conference before attending 

it. At the time 2 interview, they reported that they had felt coerced or refused to 

apologise. They tended to have reasons for getting into trouble between the 

conference and the time 2 interview. There was no sign of a decrease in the 

level, quality or nature of their offending after the conference. This group 

consisted of persisters. 

To show the validity of the concept of offender journey towards desistance, I 

conducted bivariate analyses between such journeys and the selected variables drawn 

from the SAJJ BOP and YP time 1 interviews according to the holistic process model 

(see Table 28). The results were consistent with the preceding analyses. At the time 1 

interview, more YPs in the optimal and changing journey groups said that they felt sorry 

for what they had done before the conference (73% in the optimal journey group and 

90% in the changing journey group) and viewed the conference as important before it 

took place (53% in the optimal journey group and 79% in the changing journey group) 

than those in the difficult journey group (58% and 42% respectively). According to the 

BOP, more YPs in the optimal and changing journey groups accepted responsibility at 

the conference (73% in the optimal journey group and 68% in the changing journey 

group) and were observed to be remorseful during the conference (60% in the optimal 

journey group and 66% in the changing journey group) than those in the difficult 

journey group (37% and 21 % respectively). At the time 2 interview, more YPs in the 
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optimal and changing journey groups felt sorry for the victim after the conference (80% 

in the optimal journey group and 82% in the changing journey group) and felt that the 

conference would encourage them to obey the law in the future (67% in the optimal 

journey group and 92% in the changing journey group) than those in the difficult 

journey group (53% and 53% respectively). 

Table 28 Significant relationships between offender journey towards desistance and the selected variables 

in the holistic process model (n = 72)  

Variable 

Percentage 

in the 

optimal 

journey 

group 

(n = 15) 

Percentage 

in the 

changing 

journey 

group 

(n = 38) 

Percentage 

in the 

difficult 

journey 

group 

(n = 19) 

Chi-

square 

(or 

Fisher’s 

exact 

test) 

p 

Readiness (YP time 1 interview)      

     YPs felt sorry for what they had 

done before the conference (1 

= yes) 

73 90 58 7.41** .02 

     Conference was important to 

YPs before the conference (1 = 

yes) 

53 79 42 8.37** .02 

Conference Process (BOP)      

     YPs accepted responsibility (1 

= yes) 
73 68 37 6.20* .05 

     YPs were observed to be 

remorseful (1 = yes) 
60 66 21 10.56*** .01 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 1 

interview) 
     

     YPs felt sorry for the victim 

after the conference (1 = yes) 
80 82 53 5.39* .06 

     What happened at the 

conference would encourage 

YPs to obey the law (1 = yes) 

67 92 53 12.07*** .00 

* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01.  

5.7.2. What Distinguishes the Offender Journey Towards Desistance? 

The next question is what may distinguish the offender journey towards desistance. 

The supplemental analysis of the risk factor for offending has already shed light on this 

matter. More halfway desisters had a risk factor for offending than stable desisters, and 

more persisters had a risk factor for offending than halfway desisters. In other words, 

possession of a risk factor for offending may distinguish offending patterns after RJ 

conferencing. 
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I further explored whether other factors may distinguish the offender journeys. 

Because classification of the desistance typology shows differences in involvement in 

pre-conference offending (see 5.2. Classifying YPs into the Desistance Typology), I 

focused on pre-conference offending recorded in the police report. I carried out a cross-

tabulation analysis between the offender journeys and the variables related to pre-

conference offending. I used four variables to measure pre-conference offending to 

classify YPs into the desistance typology: involvement, frequency, variety and 

seriousness of pre-conference offending. Except for involvement in pre-conference 

offending, the variables of frequency, variety and seriousness were initially coded into 

four categories: ‘none’ (or NA for seriousness due to lack of pre-conference offending), 

‘light’ (or ‘low’ for seriousness), ‘moderate’ and ‘heavy’ (or ‘high’ for seriousness). 

Given the small number of cases in each offender journey group, I dichotomised these 

(0 = none or light; 1 = moderate or high).  

The result shows the differences between the three journeys in terms of the degree 

of involvement in pre-conference offending (see Table 29).  

Table 29 Significant relationships between the offender journey and pre-conference offending variables 

(n = 72) 

Variable (police record) 

Percentage 

in the 

optimal 

journey 

group 

(n = 15) 

Percentage 

in the 

changing 

journey 

group 

(n = 38) 

Percentage 

in the 

difficult 

journey 

group 

(n = 19) 

Fisher’s 

exact test 
p 

Involvement in pre-conference 

offending (1 = yes) 
53 40 95 17.47*** .00 

Frequency of pre-conference 

offending 

(1 = moderate or high) 

7 11 21 1.71 .45 

The number of offence types of 

pre-conference offending 

(1 = moderate or high) 

0 11 16 2.23 .38 

Seriousness of pre-conference 

offending 

(1 = moderate or high) 

40 32 95 22.50*** .00 

* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01.  
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Compared with those in the optimal and changing journey groups, almost all the 

YPs in the difficult journey group were involved in a moderate or high degree in pre-

conference offending. The percentages of the frequency and the number of offence 

types in pre-conference offending become higher as the level, nature and quality of 

post-conference offending worsened. While the YPs in the optimal and changing 

journey groups showed similar percentages of committing serious pre-conference 

offences, most of the YPs in the difficult journey groups were involved in serious pre-

conference offending at a moderate/high level. These results suggest that the degree of 

involvement in pre-conference offending, particularly seriousness, distinguish the 

offender journeys. Specifically, given the similarity between the optimal and changing 

journey groups, this may distinguish such groups from the difficult journey group at the 

pre-conference phase. 

5.7.3. What About Other Relationships Within the Offender Journey Towards 

Desistance? 

The preceding findings lend support to the validity of the concept of offender 

journey towards desistance because the quantitative findings are consistent with the 

qualitative findings (see 5.5. Main Analysis). Also, they suggest that offender journeys 

may be distinguished in two ways: the degree of involvement in pre-conference 

offending in the pre-conference phase and possession of a risk factor for offending in 

the post-conference phase. According to the holistic process model (see Figure 1 in 

Chapter 2), the remaining question concerns the relationships between other phases 

within offender journeys towards desistance: (1) relationship between pre-conference 

offending and readiness, (2) relationship between readiness and conference process and 

(3) relationship between conference process and outcomes.  
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5.7.3.1. Relationship Between Pre-Conference Offending and Readiness 

Using the dichotomous variables of pre-conference offending that were employed 

to examine what may distinguish offender journeys, I examined the relationship 

between pre-conference offending and readiness. As discussed in Chapter 2, the concept 

of readiness is important to desistance research on RJ conferencing because it is 

theoretically associated with a change towards desistance. For offenders with ‘high’ 

readiness, RJ conferencing may have functioned as a hook for change or turning point 

towards desistance. To examine these relationships, drawing on the variables from 

Study A, I conducted a series of cross-tabulation analyses on each relationship. 

Table 30 shows a significant bivariate relationship between the seriousness of pre-

conference offending and a readiness-related variable drawn from the time 1 interviews. 

It shows that when YPs were involved in serious pre-conference offending at a 

moderate or high level, fewer of them said that the conference was important to them at 

the time 1 interview. These results suggest that the degree of involvement in pre-

conference offending, particularly in terms of seriousness, may distinguish the degree of 

YP readiness, particularly in terms of the dimension of orientation. 

Table 30 A significant relationship between involvement in seriousness pre-conference offending and the 

readiness-related variable (n = 72) 

Variable from YP time 

1 interview 

Percentage of NA or low 

for seriousness in pre-

conference offending  

(n = 36) 

Percentage of moderate or 

high for seriousness in pre-

conference offending 

(n = 36) 

Chi-

square 
p 

Conference was 

important to YPs before 

the conference (1 = yes) 

75 53 3.85* .09 

* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01.  

 

5.7.3.2. Relationship Between Readiness and Conference Process 

Using the variables from the BOP and the SAJJ time 1 YP interviews, I conducted 

bivariate analyses between readiness-related variables and the conference process 

variables. The results are consistent with the concept of offender journey towards 
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desistance because there is a continuity between feeling sorry for the offending in the 

pre-conference phase and observed remorse during the conference (see Tables 31 and 

32). More YPs who reflected that they felt sorry for their offending and the victim 

before the conference at the time 1 interview were observed to be remorseful at the 

conference, spontaneously apologised at the conference, understood the impact of their 

crime and accepted responsibility at the conference (see Table 32).  

Table 31 Significant relationships between remorse for offending at the time 1 interview and the 

conferencing process variables (n = 72) 

Variable from BOP 

Percentage 

not sorry for 

offending 

before the 

conference 

(YP time 1 

interview)  

(n = 16) 

Percentage sorry 

for offending 

before the 

conference (YP 

time 1 interview)  

(n = 56) 

Chi-

square 

(or 

Fisher’s 

exact test) 

p 

YPs were observed to be 

remorseful (1 = yes) 
25 61 6.40** .02 

YPs spontaneously apologised (1 

= yes) 
21 51 3.79* .07 

YPs saw the impact of crime (1 = 

yes) 
29 61 4.31* .06 

* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01.  

Table 32 Significant relationships between remorse for the victim at the time 1 interview and the 

conferencing process variables (n = 72) 

Variable from BOP 

Percentage 

not sorry for 

victim before 

the 

conference 

(YP time 1 

interview)  

(n = 19) 

Percentage sorry 

for victim before 

the conference 

(YP time 1 

interview) 

(n = 53) 

Chi-

square 

(or 

Fisher’s 

exact test) 

p 

YPs were observed to be 

remorseful (1 = yes) 
32 60 4.65** .04 

YPs apologised at the conference 

(1 = yes) 
13 56 8.88*** .00 

YPs accepted responsibility (1 = 

yes) 
42 68 3.92* .06 

* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01.  
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5.7.3.3. Relationship Between Conference Process and Outcomes 

Using the variables from the SAJJ YP time 1 interviews, I examined the 

relationship between the conference process and immediate outcomes. Tables 33 and 34 

show the results of the significant bivariate relationships between observed remorse and 

the conference immediate outcomes. Similar to the preceding analyses, the results are 

consistent with the concept of offender journey towards desistance because there is a 

relationship between observed remorse during the conference and offenders feeling 

sorry for the victim after the conference at the time 2 interview. More YPs who were 

observed to be remorseful at the conference reported that they felt sorry for the victim 

after the conference at the time 2 interview (see Table 33). More YPs who were 

observed to be remorseful at the conference reported that listening to the victim’s story 

affected them at the time 2 interview (see Table 34).  

Table 33 A significant relationship between observed remorse and the YPs feeling sorry for the victim at 

the time 1 interview (n = 72) 

Variable from SAJJ YP time 1 

interview 

Percentage of 

not being 

observed to 

be remorseful 

at the 

conference 

(BOP)  

(n = 34) 

Percentage of 

being observed to 

be remorseful at 

the conference 

(BOP) 

(n = 34) 

Chi-

square 

 

p 

YPs felt sorry for the victim after 

the conference (1 = yes) 
62 84 4.65** .04 

* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01.  

Table 34 A significant relationship between observed remorse and the effect of listening to the victim’s 

story at the time 1 interview (n = 56) 

Variable from SAJJ YP time 1 

interview 

Percentage 

not observed 

to be 

remorseful at 

the 

conference 

(BOP)  

(n = 28) 

Percentage 

observed to be 

remorseful at the 

conference 

(BOP)  

(n = 28) 

Chi-

square 
p 

Listening to the victim’s story had 

an effect on YPs (1 = yes)  
54 86 6.84** .02 

* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01. 
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5.7.4. Summary of Offender Journeys Towards Desistance 

Drawing on the findings on the YPs’ responses to the time 1 and time 2 interviews, 

I have established the concept of the offender journey, which shows how YPs 

experience RJ conferencing and how their perceptions about the conference are linked 

to their desistance trajectories after RJ conferencing. This journey consists of three 

groups. The first is the ‘optimal’ journey group. In this group, YPs tended to be 

remorseful for the victim before and after RJ conferencing and have no offending after 

the conference. The second is the ‘changing’ journey group. In this group, YPs tended 

to feel remorseful towards the victim before and after the conference, but still 

experienced lapses and relapses of offending after the conference. The final group is the 

‘difficult’ journey group. In this group, YPs tended to lack remorse for the victim before 

and after RJ conferencing. There was no sign of a decrease in the level, quality or nature 

of post-conference offending.  

Two factors may distinguish the offender journey towards desistance, in differing 

ways. The first is the degree of involvement in pre-conference offending, particularly 

the seriousness of pre-conference offending. Compared with those in the optimal and 

changing journey groups, more YPs in the difficult journey group were more heavily 

involved in serious pre-conference offending. The degree of involvement in serious pre-

conference offending may affect the degree of readiness; in particular, YPs’ orientation 

towards RJ conferencing (see Tables 29 and 30). The second is the possession of a risk 

factor for offending, which may influence offending patterns after RJ conferencing (see 

Table 27). If YPs have the risk factors, the level, nature and quality of post-conference 

offending may worsen. In particular, given the similarity between the optimal and 

changing journey groups, the presence of risk factors for offending may distinguish the 

optimal and changing journeys from the difficult journey. 
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5.8. Summary of Study B 

Drawing on the integrated measure of offending patterns towards desistance (i.e. 

the desistance typology), in Study B, I aimed to reveal the complexity of the desistance 

process through RJ conferencing. I first classified YPs into Daly and Proietti-Scifoni’s 

(2009) threefold desistance typology: desister, partial desister and persister. Based on 

the differences between the 1- and 5-year follow-ups, I further grouped their desistance 

trajectories through RJ conferencing as stable desisters, halfway desisters and persisters. 

Using these groups, I analysed the YPs’ responses to the interview questions. The 

analysis revealed differences between the groups of the desistance trajectories in terms 

of the degree of remorse before and after the conference and attitudes towards future 

offending. Focusing on these differences, I developed the concept of the offender 

journey towards desistance. This concept explains why desistance trajectories through 

RJ conferencing may differ.   
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Chapter 6 Discussion 

6.1. Introduction 

There are two ways of measuring post-conference offending outcomes, which result 

in different definitions of desistance. The first is derived from a body of work I call 

‘reoffending research’. This type of research focuses on whether offenders reoffend or 

not. The other is derived from a body of work I call ‘desistance research’. The focus of 

desistance research is to examine the change in offending patterns based on reductions 

in offending. In this type of research, desistance implies a trajectory of post-conference 

outcomes that include both offending and reductions in offending. My thesis aligns with 

the latter stream.  

Compared with reoffending research on RJ conferencing, there is little desistance 

research on RJ conferencing; most RJ studies represent reoffending research. As a 

consequence, there is little understanding of how and why RJ conferencing may support 

change towards desistance. The literature also lacks knowledge about how change 

towards desistance should be measured and evaluated in research on RJ conferencing. 

Chapters 4 and 5 addressed these research gaps by analysing the SAJJ dataset, which 

allowed me to examine the impact of readiness on change towards desistance. The SAJJ 

dataset includes measures of offenders’ attitudes and perceptions before the RJ 

conferencing process. In Chapter 4, I demonstrated that, except for the prevalence 

measure of post-conference offending at the 5-year follow-up, reaching a genuine 

consensus on the agreement plan was associated with a change towards desistance for 

all measures and follow-up periods. In Chapter 5, I established the concept of offender 

journey towards desistance, which showed how offenders experience RJ conferencing 

and how their experiences are linked to their desistance trajectories one month and one 

year after RJ conferencing. 
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In this chapter, I return to my original research questions in light of my analyses in 

Chapters 4 and 5. My first research question pertained to how and why RJ conferencing 

may support change towards desistance. I aimed to examine the theoretical link between 

RJ conferencing and change towards desistance. My second research question pertained 

to how change towards desistance should be measured and evaluated in research on RJ 

conferencing. I sought to add to the desistance literature in terms of how to measure 

this. 

First, I discuss the findings of Study A on how RJ conferencing can support change 

towards desistance and how change towards desistance should be measured in research 

on RJ conferencing. Second, I discuss the findings of Study B on why RJ can support 

change towards desistance. I also discuss what desistance means in desistance research 

on RJ conferencing. Finally, I synthesise the findings of Study A and Study B. 

Specifically, I discuss what an explanatory model of change towards desistance through 

RJ conferencing should look like and how change towards desistance should be 

evaluated in research on RJ conferencing.  

6.2. Discussion of Findings from Study A 

At present, little is known about how RJ conferencing is linked to change towards 

desistance and how change towards desistance should be measured in research on RJ 

conferencing (Piggott and Wood, 2018; Suzuki and Jenkins, 2020). Study A aimed to 

fill this gap by identifying which aspects of RJ conferencing may support change 

towards desistance by using five different measures of offending patterns towards 

desistance. To my knowledge, it is the first desistance research to quantitatively 

investigate change towards desistance through RJ conferencing. 
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6.2.1. How Can RJ Conferencing Support Change Towards Desistance? 

To examine change towards desistance through RJ conferencing, I developed the 

concept of readiness, which refers to offenders’ attitudes, emotional dispositions 

towards and knowledge of RJ conferencing and the other parties before a face-to-face 

meeting. I proposed that the concept of readiness may be related to change towards 

desistance because offenders with high readiness for RJ conferencing may employ 

conferencing as a hook for change or turning point to desist (Claes and Shapland, 2016; 

Lauwaert, 2015; Lauwaert and Aertsen, 2016; Robinson and Shapland, 2008). Despite 

this expectation, none of the indicators or dimensions for readiness—orientation, 

emotion and preparation—showed an association with change towards desistance at 

either follow-up period.  

Given the theoretical relationship between readiness and change towards desistance 

discussed in Chapter 2, this finding is puzzling. I offer three possible explanations. The 

first is that the concept of readiness may explain the immediate outcomes of RJ 

conferencing, such as accountability and legitimacy,51 but not desistance as a long-term 

outcome. The concept of readiness may need further development to examine change 

towards desistance. 

The second is how the concept of readiness was measured. Because the indicators 

of readiness in the SAJJ dataset were measured retrospectively (Daly et al., 1998), the 

degrees of offender readiness might reflect their perceptions of the conference (Daly, 

2003a). When young offenders positively experienced RJ conferencing, their readiness 

 
51 To confirm this hypothesis, I conducted bivariate analyses between readiness-related variables and 

selected variables regarding conference process and outcomes. Indicators of readiness showed significant 

positive relationships with indicators of accountability and legitimacy. For example, offenders feeling 

sorry for the victim before the conference was positively associated with offenders increasing their level 

of respect for police after the conference. 
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might also be reported as ‘positive’. In other words, the SAJJ measures of the degree of 

offender readiness I chose to use might not have been a true reflection of this. 

According to Shapland et al. (2011) and Bolívar (2013), few studies on RJ conferencing 

have adopted a pre-conference survey. Future research may need to employ this to 

accurately measure the effect of readiness on supporting change towards desistance.  

The third is that the effects of readiness may be mediated by those of the RJ 

conferencing process. Even if offenders have ‘low’ readiness, a ‘good’ RJ conferencing 

process may help them perceive RJ conferencing as a good experience and opportunity 

to support their change towards desistance. Because of the small sample size, this 

current study could not disentangle this interactive effect. This warrants future research. 

The finding of a lack of relationship between readiness and change towards 

desistance leads to a question of which aspects of RJ can help change towards 

desistance. I incorporated Braithwaite’s (1989) reintegrative shaming theory in the 

holistic process model to examine change towards desistance through RJ conferencing 

because this theory is arguably the most commonly used in RJ conferencing to explain 

changes in an offender’s affect, understanding and behaviours (Suzuki and Wood, 

2018). Since the SAJJ data do not include variables to measure reintegrative shaming 

(Daly et al., 1998), I drew on Hipple et al. (2014) to select alternative measures of the 

conference process in Study A. Although Hipple et al. (2014) found an association 

between reintegrative shaming and lack of post-conference offending, Study A did not 

show any significant relationship between the alternative measures and change towards 

desistance.  

I wish to emphasise that I cannot draw any conclusion about the effect of 

reintegrative shaming on change towards desistance based on the findings of Study A 

because I did not have appropriate measures of reintegrative shaming. In Study A, I 

used the SAJJ data, but the SAJJ project was not designed to test the reintegrative 
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shaming theory nor were reintegrative shaming measures added (Daly et al., 1998). As a 

consequence, I had to choose ‘alternative’ measures of the conference process. I drew 

on Hipple et al. (2014) to choose such alternative measures because they also attempted 

to use these to test reintegrative shaming in the IJRJE project, which also did not intend 

to examine the effect of reintegrative shaming. I followed Hipple et al.’s (2014) 

alternative measures because their findings demonstrated a link between their 

alternative measures and lack of post-conference offending. The SAJJ project aimed to 

examine the effect of variability of the conference process on post-conference 

offending, so the SAJJ dataset includes variables to choose as alternative measures of 

the RJ conferencing process. Because of the use of these alternative measures, 

discussing the effect of reintegrative shaming based on the findings of Study A may not 

be appropriate.52 

Nevertheless, it may still be important to reconsider the role of shame in RJ 

conferencing. The emotion of shame has gained attention in criminology since the 

emergence of the reintegrative shaming theory. This theory has contributed to the 

development of RJ conferencing since being linked to its practices (for example, see 

Moore et al., 1995). Shame is now considered an important concept to understand the 

complexity and dynamics of RJ conferencing (Pemberton, 2019; Scheuerman, 2018). 

However, the emotion of shame in RJ conferencing is not without limitations and has 

been heavily critiqued. For example, shame may work counteractively in the RJ 

 
52 A question remains as to why these alternative measures of the conference process are not linked to 

change towards desistance. It may be because they may be more suited to examining immediate rather 

than long-term outcomes. To confirm this hypothesis, I conducted bivariate analyses between the 

alternative measures of the conference process and immediate outcomes, which showed significant 

relationships with indicators of accountability and legitimacy. For example, observed remorse in YPs is 

positively linked to them feeling sorry for the victim after the conference. 
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conferencing process, leaving only a negative effect on offenders, such as stigma 

(Morris, 2002; Young, 2001). 

The role of shame may particularly be problematic in RJ conferencing with youth 

offenders. Reviewing the developmental psychology literature, Suzuki and Wood 

(2018) argued that using shame in RJ conferencing with such offenders may be risky 

because of the environments they have grown up in. As the finding on residential 

instability indicated, youth offenders often have a poor environment ‘guided by 

offending values and beliefs’ (Toews and Katounas, 2004, p. 110). Youth offenders 

who grow up in such an environment may not view crime as ‘a violation of consensus 

of normative behaviours or values’ because they may have ‘different norms in relation 

to crime from others in society’ (Suzuki and Wood, 2018, p. 456). As a consequence, 

they may rather neutralise their offending instead of accepting responsibility (Sykes and 

Matza, 1957).  

The role of shame in RJ conferencing with youth offenders may also be 

problematic in terms of the parent–child relationship. Youth offenders often bring their 

parents as supporters to RJ conferencing. Prichard (2002) observed that some parents 

started defending themselves in RJ conferencing to diminish their responsibility for 

their children’s offending. Prichard (2002) suggested that these parents might feel 

embarrassed because they feel they are being critiqued for their ‘failure’ as parents. 

These defensive behaviours by parents may damage the parent–child relationship—an 

undesirable consequence made even worse given youth offenders often need to go back 

home and live with their parents (Prichard, 2002). Thus, it may be necessary to 

reconsider the role of shame in RJ conferencing and focus on other emotions, such as 

guilt (Van Stokkom, 2002) and empathy (Wallis, 2014).  

To be fair, while reintegrative shaming theory, which has drawn attention to the 

role of shame in the literature, is considered one of the main theories of RJ 
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conferencing, this theory was not originally developed to explain RJ conferencing 

(Braithwaite, 1989). Indeed, with his colleagues, Braithwaite later developed a theory of 

shame management (Ahmed et al., 2001), which may better explain RJ conferencing. 

According to this theory, shame needs to be properly acknowledged and discharged 

(externalised) from offenders. If not, shame is displaced (internalised) within offenders, 

which can have stigmatising effects. With one exception (Scheuerman and Keith, 

2015a) that showed RJ conferencing can promote the likelihood of offenders’ shame 

acknowledgement, the theory of shame management has not often been examined in 

research on RJ conferencing to date. I developed the holistic process model of RJ 

conferencing for offenders by focusing on existing empirical studies on RJ 

conferencing; for this reason, the theory of shame acknowledgement was not 

incorporated into the model.53 Future research may need to replace reintegrative 

shaming with the theory of shame acknowledgement in the model.  

In terms of which aspects of RJ can help change towards desistance, Study A 

instead demonstrated that reaching genuine consensus on the agreement plan was 

associated with change towards desistance at both follow-up periods, regardless of the 

measure of offending patterns towards desistance. This finding is in line with the 

original SAJJ analysis on reoffending conducted by Hayes and Daly (2003). This 

association of reaching genuine consensus with change towards desistance remained 

five years after RJ conferencing in my study.  

Reaching genuine consensus was one of the measures used for procedural justice in 

Study A. Alongside genuine consensus, procedural justice was measured by 

observations of how the conference was managed by the coordinator and how 

participants treated the other party. Unlike the findings on reintegrative shaming, which 

 
53 It was not also possible to examine the theory of shame management in the SAJJ dataset because the 

SAJJ project did not intend to examine the role of shame in RJ conferencing (Daly et al., 1998). 
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was tested by alternative measures, the finding regarding procedural justice may be 

promising to understand how RJ conferencing may support change towards desistance. 

However, it is important to note that the variable found to have a significant relationship 

with change towards desistance does not represent what Hayes and Daly (2003, p. 746, 

emphasis in the original) called ‘the standard or Tyler-based measures of procedural 

justice’, but rather, ‘reaching genuine consensus’ comprises a ‘conference-specific 

procedural-justice measure’ (p. 746). None of the measures commonly used in the 

procedural justice literature was found to be associated with a change towards 

desistance through RJ conferencing.54 

To understand the difference between the ‘standard measures of procedural justice’ 

and ‘conference-specific procedural justice measures’, it may be useful to consider what 

fairness may mean in RJ conferencing. In this regard, reflecting the findings of the SAJJ 

project, Daly (2006, p. 138) suggested: 

Fairness is largely, although not exclusively, a measure of the behavior 

of the professional(s) (the facilitator and, depending on the jurisdiction, a 

police officer). As the professionals, they are polite, they listen, and they 

establish ground rules of respect for others and civility in the conference 

process . . . fairness is established in the relationship between the 

professionals and participants. 

The ‘standard measures of procedural justice’ may measure fairness between an 

offender and the conference coordinator, not between the offender and the victim. 

However, this definition of fairness in RJ conferencing may not necessarily imply the 

‘success’ of RJ conferencing. Rather, it may be just one of the minimum criteria that 

 
54 This is mainly because there was ‘too little variability (ranging from 89% to 99%)’ in the standard 

measures of procedural justice (Hayes and Daly, 2003, p. 746). For example, over 90% of YPs answered 

‘yes’ to the questions of whether the police officers treated them with respect and whether the conference 

coordinator seemed impartial.  
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need to be achieved in every RJ conference (c.f. Braithwaite, 2002). This argument is 

consistent with Abrams et al. (2006), who interviewed young offenders who had 

participated in RJ conferencing and found that they felt the process was fair even though 

they had a negative experience during the process. If fairness is easily achievable in RJ 

conferencing, which is the case according to the SAJJ data, as there was a high level of 

perceived fairness, conference-specific procedural justice measures may be needed to 

examine the complexity of the RJ conferencing process. Indeed, research by Van Camp 

and Wemmers (2013) showed that victim satisfaction with RJ conferencing may be 

explained by factors beyond the procedural justice model. Their findings indicated that 

victims were satisfied with conference-specific factors, such as flexibility and caring for 

them. In the case of offenders’ change towards desistance, reaching genuine consensus 

may be the pertinent factor.  

A remaining question is why reaching genuine consensus was found to be 

associated with a change towards desistance among other conference-specific measures. 

Reaching genuine consensus in RJ conferencing may be important because it represents 

‘deliberative democracy’ (Braithwaite, 2015; Parkinson and Roche, 2004). It enables 

‘transformative dialogue, something that aligns with the progressive expectation that 

offenders, victims, and community members might all learn something from the 

restorative interaction’ (Dzur and Olson, 2004, p. 104). The importance of arriving at 

genuine consensus is also highlighted in research by Rossner and Bruce (2018). 

According to their typology of conference trajectories, even if a victim and an offender 

do not agree with each other about the reasons for offending or the impact of crime in 

the storytelling stage, they can resolve this tension in the outcome discussion stage by 

generating productive agreement plans through cooperation. Because of its importance 

in RJ conferencing, reaching genuine consensus may thus show a strong relationship 

with change towards desistance. 
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The findings of Study A have also shown a strong relationship between residential 

instability and increases in post-conference offending. This result provides an important 

insight towards the development of an explanatory model of how RJ conferencing may 

support change towards desistance. That many young offenders have difficult living 

environments is evident in the literature (Farrington et al., 2015; Johnson et al., 2011). 

Scholars argue that RJ literature lacks consideration of offenders’ difficult life 

circumstances, such as residential instability and poor family relationships (Courakis 

and Gavrielides, 2018; Hansen and Umbreit, 2018).55 Given their profound effects on 

crime, the hardships facing offenders in their everyday life need to be incorporated into 

the explanatory model to understand change towards desistance through RJ 

conferencing.  

6.2.2. How Should Change Towards Desistance Be Measured in Research on 

Restorative Justice Conferencing? 

In Study A, drawing on the ‘new’ desistance framework, which focuses on 

offending patterns towards desistance based on reductions in offending (Daly and 

Marchetti, 2019), I employed five different measures of offending patterns towards 

desistance: a prevalence measure of post-conference offending, change in frequency 

between pre- and post-conference offending, change in the number of offence types 

between pre- and post-conference offending, change in seriousness between pre- and 

post-conference offending, and time frame to reoffend. I found no differences between 

the five measures in terms of capturing change towards desistance at either follow-up 

period. The same variables (residential instability and genuine consensus) consistently 

 
55 Due to this lack of consideration, some scholars critique the expansion of the use of RJ conferencing 

because, as research Smith and Weatherburn (2012) suggested, it may rather increase the risk of 

reoffending among young offenders through stigmatisation. 
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demonstrated a significant association with change towards desistance at both 1- and 5-

year follow-up periods. 

This finding suggests two implications. The first is that measures may not matter to 

capturing change towards desistance through RJ conferencing. The second is that the 

quantitative measures I used in Study A might not be appropriate to examine changes 

between pre-conference offending and post-conference offending over time because 

change towards desistance is too complex a process to be examined via a quantitative 

approach.56 Therefore, a qualitative measure to capture change towards desistance may 

be needed. 

The latter implication may be more important because it aligns with the ‘new’ 

desistance framework. Researchers have agreed that desistance should be regarded as a 

process rather than as an event of ceasing offending (Bersani and Doherty, 2018; 

Graham and McNeill, 2017; Laub and Sampson, 2001; Rocque, 2017; Shapland et al., 

2016) because offenders normally experience lapses and relapses of offending before 

complete cessation (Bushway et al., 2001; Laub and Sampson, 2001; Loeber et al., 

2016). Given this complexity, examining the process of desistance may require a 

qualitative approach that allows exploring offenders’ ‘thoughts, emotions, identity 

traits, and feelings that change as social circumstances do’ (Cooley and Sample, 2018, 

p. 498) because these may also influence offending trajectories. I elaborate more on this 

argument later in this chapter (see 6.4.2. How Should Change Towards Desistance Be 

Evaluated in Research on RJ Conferencing?). 

 
56 I discuss the limitations of my measures in 7.6. Limitations of the Thesis and Implications for Practice 

and Policy. 
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6.3. Discussion on the Findings from Study B 

To date, little is known about why RJ conferencing may support change towards 

desistance. Study B addressed this gap by identifying which aspects of RJ conferencing 

may distinguish desistance trajectories. This study is significant because it is the first to 

adopt a desistance typology (in other words, an integrated measure of offending patterns 

towards desistance) in research on RJ conferencing.  

6.3.1. Why Can RJ Conferencing Support Change Towards Desistance? 

According to Graham and McNeill (2017; also see Farrall et al., 2014; Rocque, 

2017; Weaver, 2019), extant desistance theories can be divided into three categories: 

ontogenetic, sociogenic and identity.57 Ontogenetic theories of desistance rely on the 

age–crime curve (Farrington, 1986; Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1983) and posit that most 

young offenders desist after they reach their crime peak during adolescence (Moffitt, 

1993). Sociogenic theories of desistance focus on processes of attaining social bonds in 

the life course of offenders. An example is the age-graded theory of informal social 

control proposed by Sampson and Laub (1993; Laub and Sampson, 2003). In their 

theory, Sampson and Laub (1993, p 17) postulated ‘both stability and change in 

criminal and deviant behaviour over the life course’ and argue that ‘most offenders 

desist in response to structurally induced turning points [such as marriage and 

employment] that serve as the catalyst for sustaining long-term behavioral change’ 

(Laub and Sampson, 2003, p. 149). The third category comprises the identity theories of 

desistance. Unlike the two other categories, this type of desistance theory focuses on 

subjective factors of offenders that facilitate change towards desistance, such as 

 
57 As Graham and McNeill (2017) noted, recently, another type of desistance theory—focusing on 

situational factors or an integrated theory of desistance—has also emerged. For example, see Farrall et al. 

(2011), F.-Dufour et al. (2015) and Weaver (2019). 
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cognitive transformation (Giordano, 2016; Healy, 2010; King, 2013) and the role of 

agency (Carlsson, 2016; Paternoster et al., 2015). The importance of identity in the 

desistance process is highlighted by Maruna (2001). Comparing narratives of ex-

convicts who had either desisted or were still active offenders, Maruna found that those 

who desisted ‘portrayed and understood themselves as defiant rebels all of their lives’, 

while those who were still engaged in offending described their lives in ‘very much 

deterministic, almost mechanical terms’ by referring to ‘a cycle of poverty, stigma, and 

criminal associates’ (Maruna et al., 2004b, p. 225, 227). 

One problem among these categories of desistance theories is that no single theory 

can explain the variety of desistance trajectories (Cid and Martí, 2016). The concept of 

offender journey towards desistance developed based on the findings of Study B 

encapsulates how offenders experience RJ conferencing, and how their experiences are 

linked to desistance trajectories after RJ conferencing. Specifically, it incorporates three 

different desistance trajectories: (1) the ‘optimal journey’, whereby young offenders 

completely desist from crime after RJ conferencing; (2) the ‘changing journey’, 

whereby young offenders experience lapses and relapses of offending after RJ 

conferencing; and (3) the ‘difficult journey’, whereby young offenders escalate their 

offending behaviour after RJ conferencing. Hence, a question arises as to how the 

concept of offender journey towards desistance may be explained in terms of extant 

desistance theories. Farrall et al. (2014) have provided useful insights into this question. 

Reviewing existing theories of desistance and exploring these in their empirical research 

(in this latter regard, see also Gunnison and Mazerolle, 2007) , they argued that ‘all 

[desistance theories] are right in some instances and for some people’ (Farrall et al., 

2014, p. 37). In other words, ‘some existing [desistance] theories may work well with 

some groups [of offenders], but less well with others’ (Farrall et al., 2014, p. 120).  
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I agree with Farrall et al.’s (2014) argument, but also argue that this requires 

modifications to fit to the context of RJ conferencing. Given the variability within RJ 

and the differentiation of the offender journey towards desistance, I concur that different 

desistance theories should be used to understand different journeys towards desistance. 

But applying the existing desistance theories to RJ conferencing with young offenders 

may require caution because such theories have been developed by focusing on adult 

offenders who have committed multiple serious crimes. They may not apply to young 

offenders, who experience different desistance trajectories in line with their immaturity 

(Abrams and Terry, 2017). Therefore, instead of relying on the existing desistance 

theories, I borrow indicators known in the desistance literature that show offenders are 

on a path towards desistance to explain different offender journeys towards desistance 

through RJ conferencing. 

For the ‘optimal journey’, in which offenders completely desist from crime, their 

high degree of orientation towards the conference suggests that they already have what 

Giordano et al. (2002) called ‘openness to change’ before the conference. Their journey 

towards desistance may have already started before the conference because they tend to 

feel remorseful and consider RJ conferencing as an opportunity to apologise. As a result 

of the continuity of their positive orientation towards the conference and the victim, the 

conference is more likely to serve as what Giordano et al. (2002) called a ‘hook for 

change’ or what Sampson and Laub (1993) called a ‘turning point’ that promotes 

change towards desistance. In addition to their optimism or hope for no future 

offending, which can facilitate change towards desistance (Burnett, 2004; LeBel et al., 

2008), offenders on the optimal journey are more likely to have reasons to stay out of 

trouble, such as the existence of pro-social peers (Giordano et al., 2003; Martinez and 

Abrams, 2013) and stable living condition (Stansfield, 2016). 
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Offenders on the ‘changing journey’ are similar to those on the optimal journey in 

that they often feel remorseful before and after the conference. Despite their remorse, 

they struggle to desist. According to the concept of offender journey, the distinction 

between the optimal and the changing journey may lie in whether offenders have risk 

factors for offending. Offenders on the changing journey are more likely to have risk 

factors such as poor family relationships, intellectual disability, impulsivity or deviant 

peers. This may contribute to further involvement in offending after the conference. 

Their journey is thus in line with the well-documented ‘zig-zag’ process of desistance 

(Abrams and Terry, 2017; Lussier et al., 2015), which tells us that offenders tend to 

experience lapses and relapses of offending until complete cessation.  

For the offenders on the ‘difficult journey,’ the conference is less likely to serve as 

an opportunity for change towards desistance. A question remains as to why these 

offenders on the difficult journey lack a positive orientation towards the conference and 

increase their level, quality and nature of post-conference offending. One possible 

answer might be that they have a diminished ability to feel empathy (Suzuki and Wood, 

2018). Offenders on the difficult journey tend to mention that they do not feel sorry 

towards the victim for they had done after the conference. Research suggests that the 

more offenders are involved in serious and violent offending, the less empathy they are 

likely to have (Hepper et al., 2014; Jolliffe and Farrington, 2007). The development of 

empathy requires certain environments such as positive interactions with others in 

childhood (Barnett, 1987). Given the prevalence of disadvantaged living environments 

among the offenders on the difficult journey, they may have failed to ‘proceed along the 

path of healthy psychological development’ (Scott and Steinberg, 2008, p. 59) to 

nurture the ability for empathy.  
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6.3.2. What Does Desistance Mean in Desistance Research on RJ Conferencing? 

The findings of Study B revealed that involvement in offending after RJ 

conferencing is common (see 5.2. Classifying YPs into the Desistance Typology). 

While some of the existing reviews indicated a relationship between RJ conferencing 

and lack of reoffending (Braithwaite, 2014; Sherman et al., 2015; Wilson et al., 2017; 

Wong et al., 2016), many young offenders are still involved in post-conference 

offending. A question remains as to why young offenders continue to be involved in 

offending after RJ conferencing.  

One possible reason may be a lack of support after RJ conferencing. Scholars have 

argued that RJ literature tends to fail to consider struggles among offenders to ‘go 

straight’ after RJ conferencing (Courakis and Gavrielides, 2018; Hansen and Umbreit, 

2018). As Braithwaite (2003, p. 57) argued, RJ conferencing cannot ‘resolve the deep 

structural injustices’ that can lead offenders to crime because RJ conferencing is a time-

limited (Hayes, 2007) and one-off (Cunneen and Hoyle, 2010) intervention. Given this 

characteristic, without continuing help after the RJ conferencing to reintegrate into their 

community, young offenders may still struggle to go straight after RJ conferencing 

(Suzuki and Wood, 2017c). If young offenders fail to rebuild their life after RJ 

conferencing, the experience of RJ conferencing may soon become ‘only one of many 

factors in an offender’s life—bad friends, traumatic life events and the failure to 

succeed are just some of the subsequent life events that can lead someone to re-offend’ 

(Maxwell, 2008, p. 93). In other words, the positive influence of RJ conferencing may 

be overridden by the effect of their poor living conditions. It may not be surprising that 

RJ conferencing has only a limited effect in supporting change towards desistance, 

particularly for offenders on the changing and difficult journeys. 

Because of these poor living conditions among offenders, offending after RJ 

conferencing may be common. In this sense, change towards desistance should not be 
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endorsed as a primary goal of RJ. Rather, it should be considered a ‘side benefit’ of RJ 

conferencing, among others that have been demonstrated in the literature, such as victim 

satisfaction and fairness, and offender accountability and legitimacy (Braithwaite, 2014; 

Latimer et al., 2005; Shapland et al., 2011; Sherman and Strang, 2007; Strang et al., 

2013; Umbreit et al., 2008). 

6.4. Synthesising the Findings of Study A and Study B 

By synthesising the findings of Study A and Study B, I intend to offer an overall 

discussion. This involves (1) what an explanatory model of change towards desistance 

through RJ conferencing should look like, and (2) how change towards desistance 

should be evaluated in research on RJ conferencing. I also discuss the overall 

implications for research, practice and policy. 

6.4.1. What Is an Explanatory Model of Change Towards Desistance Through RJ 

Conferencing? 

Based on the findings of Study A and Study B, I revise the holistic process model 

(see Figure 1 in Chapter 2) to better understand the desistance process through RJ 

conferencing. Figure 2 shows a model of change towards desistance through RJ 

conferencing. Like the holistic process model, this model describes the temporal 

ordering of crime, readiness, the conference process, and outcomes, and how this 

ordering can be influenced by the offender- and offence-related factors. This revised 

model may serve to better understand how and why offender journeys towards 

desistance through RJ conferencing may differ. 
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Figure 2 Model of change towards desistance through RJ conferencing 

 

 

The model of change towards desistance through RJ conferencing is different from 

the holistic process model, as it incorporates the degree of involvement in pre-

conference offending and the effect of risk factors for offending. Study B suggests that 

it is necessary to consider pre-conference offending in the explanatory model because 

the degree of offender readiness, particularly their orientation, may be influenced by the 

extent of involvement in pre-conference offending. Also, both Study A and Study B 

suggest the importance of considering the effect of a risk factor for offending, as the 

trajectories of post-conference offending may be distinguished by such risk factors.  

Alongside this model, I develop expected offender journeys towards desistance, 

which indicate the answer to the first question of this thesis—how and why RJ 

conferencing may support change towards desistance (see Table 35). The expected 

offender journeys towards desistance are based on how the revised model’s elements are 

interrelated. I elaborate on the model of change towards desistance through RJ 

conferencing according to these expected trajectories. How the elements in the offender- 
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and offence-related factors, conference process, process dynamics and intermediate 

outcomes intervene in the conference trajectories have already been elaborated for the 

holistic model (see 2.5.3.2. Conference Trajectories and Process Dynamics); therefore, I 

focus exclusively on desistance trajectories through RJ conferencing in the model. 

Table 35 Expected offender journeys towards desistance 

Degree of 

involvement in pre-

conference offending 

Readiness 
Immediate 

Outcomes 

Existence of a 

risk factor for 

offending 

Long-term 

outcomes 

• Minor/moderate  
• High 

remorse 

• High 

accountability 

• Sincere apology 

(if any) 

• No or low 

likelihood of 

possessing a 

risk factor 

• Complete 

desistance 

(optimal journey) 

• Moderate 

likelihood of 

possessing a 

risk factor 

• Partial desistance 

(changing 

journey) 

• Heavy 
• Lack of 

remorse 

• Low 

accountability 

• Insincere or 

coerced apology 

(if any) 

• High likelihood 

of possessing a 

risk factor 

• Escalation or 

persistence of 

offending 

(difficult 

journey) 

 

First, the degree of involvement in pre-conference offending may distinguish 

offender journeys towards desistance. When offenders are only marginally or 

moderately involved in pre-conference offending, they may have ‘high’ readiness (in 

particular, orientation). On the other hand, when offenders are heavily involved in pre-

conference offending, they may have ‘low’ readiness.  

Differences in the degree of readiness are likely to lead to different immediate 

outcomes of RJ conferencing. Offenders with high readiness may tend to have high 

accountability and offer a sincere apology. Conversely, offenders with low readiness 

may tend to have low accountability and offer an insincere apology or refuse to 

apologise.  

While offenders with low readiness remain engaged in offending after RJ 

conferencing, journeys towards desistance among offenders with high readiness may 

vary after RJ conferencing. What may divide them is the likelihood of having a risk 
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factor for offending. When offenders do not have a risk factor for offending, they may 

start to desist after RJ conferencing. When offenders have a risk factor for offending, 

they may continue being moderately involved in offending after RJ conferencing. 

6.4.2. How Should Change Towards Desistance Be Evaluated In Research on RJ 

Conferencing? 

One of the challenges facing desistance research is how to measure desistance. 

Although scholars agree that desistance is a process rather than an event (Bersani and 

Doherty, 2018; Graham and McNeill, 2017; Laub and Sampson, 2001; Rocque, 2017; 

Shapland et al., 2016), what complicates the debate is lapses and relapses of offending 

that offenders experience before complete cessation (Bushway et al., 2001; Laub and 

Sampson, 2001; Loeber et al., 2016). As a result, there are various ways of measuring 

desistance (Bersani and Doherty, 2018; Kazemian, 2012; McNeill et al., 2012). 

To understand the complexity of desistance trajectories, an individual-based 

evaluation of what offending trajectories individual offenders experience (i.e. a 

qualitative approach) may be more appropriate than a group-based evaluation of 

whether offenders desist or not (i.e. a quantitative approach). Perhaps it is not 

coincident that major desistance theories were derived from or at least used in-depth 

qualitative research that allowed examinations of individual offenders’ complex process 

of desistance (Giordano et al., 2002; Laub and Sampson, 2003; Maruna, 2001). In 

particular, the research conducted by Giordano et al. (2002) did not find sufficient 

supporting quantitative evidence to develop their theory. By examining the narratives of 

offenders, they established a theory of cognitive transformation for desistance, which 

postulates that offenders start to negatively view deviance when they have ‘openness to 

change’ and are exposed to a ‘hook for change’ (e.g. parenthood) to do so (Giordano et 

al., 2002). 
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This argument is in line with the findings of my thesis. Study B, which used the 

individualised-based evaluation of desistance, contributed more to revealing the 

complexity of change towards desistance through RJ conferencing than Study A, which 

employed a group-based evaluation of desistance. Partly because of the small sample 

size, the quantitative measures in Study A did not show major differences in terms of 

capturing change towards desistance through RJ conferencing. On the other hand, the 

qualitative measure in Study B helped to capture how different offenders experience 

different desistance trajectories.   

6.5. Summary  

In this chapter, I discussed the key findings of my reanalyses of the SAJJ data. 

Based on the findings of Study A, I discussed why reaching genuine consensus may be 

associated with a change towards desistance. I also argued that the evaluation of RJ 

conferencing in the long term needs to move beyond a quantitative measure because this 

may not be appropriate to unpack the complexity of change towards desistance through 

RJ conferencing. Based on the findings of Study B, I argued that different theoretical 

accounts should be used to explain different desistance trajectories through RJ 

conferencing. I also argued for the importance of considering the effect of a risk factor 

for offending to evaluate the desistance process through RJ conferencing. Drawing on 

both sets of findings, I proposed a revised model of change towards desistance through 

RJ conferencing. I also argued that an individual-based evaluation is necessary to 

capture the complex desistance process. 
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Chapter 7 Conclusion 

7.1. Introduction 

Scholars have typically examined the effects of RJ conferencing on reducing 

reoffending. There has been far less focus on the questions of how, under what 

conditions and for whom RJ conferencing may work as a mechanism of change towards 

desistance. At the same time, there is no agreement as to how to measure change 

towards desistance through RJ conferencing. This thesis sought to address these gaps by 

re-examining data from the SAJJ project, which included more than 80 young offenders 

who had participated in RJ conferencing (Daly, 2001; Daly et al., 1998). Because my 

research sought to show ‘how’ and ‘why’ RJ conferencing may support change towards 

desistance for young offenders, I employed a mixed-methods approach. In Study A, I 

examined which aspects of RJ conferencing may support change towards desistance and 

whether these elements vary across the different measures of offending patterns towards 

desistance. In Study B, using integrated measures of offending patterns towards 

desistance, I explored why RJ conferencing may support change towards desistance. 

In this chapter, I first review my research aims and questions. I then offer a 

summary of my main research findings. This is followed by discussions of the strengths 

and limitations of my research. After providing implications for practice and policy, I 

conclude with a set of final remarks about future directions for research in RJ 

conferencing in light of the findings of this study 

7.2. Revisiting the Research Questions and Aims 

My thesis addressed two research questions: (1) how and why RJ conferencing may 

support change towards desistance and (2) how change towards desistance should be 

measured and evaluated in desistance research on RJ conferencing. The first question is 

important because little is known about which aspects of RJ conferencing help promote 
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change towards desistance, and why desistance trajectories through RJ conferencing 

may differ. The second question is also important because there is no agreement as to 

ways of measuring change towards desistance in the literature (Bersani and Doherty, 

2018; Piggott and Wood, 2018), and this lack of consensus had led to different scholars 

using different definitions of change towards desistance, which makes it difficult to 

compare findings. 

By examining these two research questions, I attempted to achieve two goals. First, 

I sought to advance understanding of the theoretical relationship between RJ 

conferencing and offender changes towards desistance. Second, I sought to contribute to 

the literature by employing different measures of offending patterns towards desistance 

in ways that completely assess change towards desistance because different measures 

may lead to different outcomes as measured. 

7.3. Summary of the Main Findings 

This thesis involved two studies. In Study A, by employing five different measures 

of offending patterns towards desistance, I reanalysed the SAJJ dataset to examine how 

RJ conferencing may support change towards desistance. Study A offered two 

important findings. It first showed that, regardless of the use of different measures of 

offending patterns towards desistance, residentially instability was associated with an 

increase in post-conference offending at the 1- and 5-year follow-up periods. It also 

demonstrated that, regardless of the use of different measures of offending patterns 

towards desistance, young offenders that reached a genuine consensus with victims on 

an agreement plan showed change towards desistance at both follow-up periods. 

In Study B, by adopting integrated measures of offending patterns towards 

desistance (i.e. desistance typology and trajectories), I reanalysed the SAJJ dataset to 

explore the question of why desistance trajectories through RJ conferencing may differ. 

Findings of Study B resulted in the establishment of the concept of the offender journey 
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towards desistance. This concept shows how offenders in this study experienced RJ 

conferencing, and how their experiences were linked to desistance trajectories after RJ 

conferencing. Specifically, it suggests three groups of journeys: (1) the ‘optimal 

journey’, whereby young offenders completely desist from crime after RJ conferencing; 

(2) the ‘changing journey’, whereby young offenders experience lapses and relapses of 

offending after RJ conferencing; and (3) the ‘difficult journey’, whereby young 

offenders escalate their offending behaviour after RJ conferencing. The findings of 

Study B suggest that offender journeys towards desistance may be distinguished by two 

factors: the degree of involvement in pre-conference offending and risk factors for 

offending, in particular, residential instability. 

7.4. Contributions of the Thesis 

This thesis makes three contributions to the existing research on RJ conferencing. 

To my knowledge, it is the first study to quantitatively investigate change towards 

desistance through RJ conferencing with various measures of offending patterns 

towards desistance. It also adds to the existing RJ literature by highlighting the 

importance of considering a risk factor for offending, such as poor family relationships 

and residential instability, when conducting desistance research because these risk 

factors are often ignored in research on RJ conferencing (Courakis and Gavrielides, 

2018; Hansen and Umbreit, 2018). This thesis also adds to the desistance literature 

because it provides insights into how different desistance theories should be applied to 

explain offender journeys towards desistance through RJ conferencing.  

7.5. Limitations of the Thesis and Implications for Research 

This thesis has several limitations. First, the context of the thesis is limited to one 

jurisdiction and youth offenders. Future research should seek to examine change 
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towards desistance through RJ conferencing in different contexts, such as for adult 

offenders or in different jurisdictions. 

Also, my research is a secondary analysis of the existing data. In this thesis, I 

developed what I call a holistic process model as an analytical framework (see Figure 

1), which depicts a temporal ordering of crime, then readiness, the conference process, 

and outcomes, and how this ordering can be influenced by the offender- and offence-

related factors. I sought to use this model as an analytical framework in Study A, but 

because of the use of secondary data, some of the measures in the holistic process model 

were limited. For example, because the SAJJ project did not include measures to test 

reintegrative shaming, I could not directly test this theory. Primary research should be 

conducted to address this limitation; in particular, research that develops measures to 

test reintegrative shaming and shame management 

Third, the measures I used in this study might not be appropriate to capture life-

course changes towards desistance. Considering the age–crime curve (Farrington, 1986; 

Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1983), measuring change towards desistance through RJ 

conferencing for young offenders might occur too early in the age–crime curve 

relationship. This assumption is evident in the descriptive statistics (see Table 9 in 

Chapter 4). At the time of the conference, 42% of young offenders were aged 10–14 

years. While 48% of young offenders were involved in post-conference offending one 

year after the conference, 78% were so five years after the conference. Given these 

statistics and the peak age of offending in adolescence, some of the young offenders 

might have just started offending in their offending trajectories. This peak age of crime 

may be the reason some scholars argue desistance research should focus on persistent 

offenders with multiple offending histories (Bushway et al., 2003; Farrington, 2007; 

Kazemian, 2007; Shapland et al., 2016). Because RJ is predominantly practised for 

young offenders (Dünkel et al., 2015; Zinsstag and Vangraechem, 2012) and 
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minor/moderate offences (Wood and Suzuki, 2016), capturing change towards 

desistance in Study1 may have missed the crucial ‘turning points’ or other factors in 

desistance that usually occur in young adulthood.  

There are two possible solutions to address this limitation.58 As in other research, 

the first is to focus on young offenders who have experienced RJ conferencing several 

times (Marsh and Maruna, 2016) or RJ conferencing for young adult offenders 

(Lauwaert and Aertsen, 2016). The other possible approach is to employ an integrated 

measure of offending patterns towards desistance that incorporates various measures of 

offending patterns towards desistance. The integrated measures indicate whether 

individual offenders are on a path to desistance or not. If we conceptualise desistance as 

a process, this may more accurately describe change towards desistance. In Study A, I 

sought to use the integrated measure of offending patterns towards desistance proposed 

by Daly and Proietti-Scifoni (2009), which has a threefold typology of desistance: 

desister, partial desister and persister. Because of the small sample size, however, I 

could not use this desistance typology for Study A because the assumption of 

proportional odds for ordinal regression was not met (Katz, 2011). In other words, the 

sample size was too small to split YPs into more than two groups in the statistical 

analysis. As a consequence, I used dichotomous measures of offending patterns towards 

desistance in my analysis. Future research should employ an integrated measure of 

offending patterns towards desistance with a larger sample. Because this type of 

measure is underused in desistance research (Kazemian, 2015), this may shed new light 

on how change towards desistance should be measured in research on RJ conferencing.  

 
58 Random controlled trials may also be able to address this problem, but these also have significant 

methodological problems, such as self-selection bias (Hayes, 2005; Latimer et al., 2005; Piggott and 

Wood, 2018). For this reason, the proposed strategy might better serve the purpose.  
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Fourth, since the sample size in my research was relatively small, I extended the 

cut-off point to ‘p < .10’ to include near statistical significance.59 Because of this 

extension, the results may need to be interpreted with caution. Since there was not a 

large enough sample, the analytical strategy was also limited. For example, the 

examination of the effect of gender and ethnic-racial identity was not thorough because 

of the small number of cases of female and Indigenous offenders. Future research 

should examine the relationship between RJ conferencing and change towards 

desistance with a larger sample. This expansion would allow more sophisticated 

analytical methods, such as path analysis, to identify desistance trajectories through RJ 

conferencing. This approach is important because my analyses could not examine how 

each variable in the conference process and outcomes is related and how they are 

associated with change towards desistance, although the holistic process model depicts 

conference trajectories. If desistance should be considered a process rather than an event 

(Bushway et al., 2003; Rocque, 2017), the complexity of change towards desistance 

through RJ conferencing needs to be more robustly examined. 

Fifth, in examining change towards desistance, I relied on police data. Using self-

report offending data may be important given the problem of ‘false desistance’ (Barnett 

et al., 1987). Given a higher prevalence rate in self-report offending than official 

offending (Farrington et al., 2011; Lussier et al., 2015), relying on police data to assess 

change towards desistance may lead to an evaluation of ‘temporary lulls in offending’ 

as desistance (Kazemian, 2007, p. 137). Maruna et al. (2004a, p. 19) suggested that 

desistance research should focus on ‘secondary’ desistance, which involves an identity 

transformation, ‘[b]ecause every secondary deviant experiences a countless number of 

 
59 In line with the small sample size and the effect size, I relaxed the judgement on near statistical 

significance for the 5-year prevalence measure (see 4.4.2. Logistic Regression Analysis for the 

Prevalence Measure of Post-Conference Offending). 
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such pauses in the course of a criminal career’. If desistance research focuses on 

secondary desistance, the inconsistencies between official offending and self-report 

offending may become detrimental. For instance, even if offenders with criminal 

records do not get caught again, they may consider themselves offenders as long as they 

are involved in offending. Future research should seek to use self-report offending data. 

Finally, my focus was also limited to an offender perspective in RJ conferencing. 

As noted elsewhere (e.g. Paul and Borton 2017; Rossner 2013), RJ conferencing is an 

interactive process that involves victims among other participants, such as supporters 

and facilitators. Future research should examine how this interactive perspective affects 

the desistance process through RJ conferencing. 

7.6. Implications for Practice and Policy 

One implication from my study is that more time should be invested in conference 

preparation (Suzuki and Wood, 2017c). Some young offenders in this current study 

noted that they did not think about what to do or say to the victim before the conference 

because they did not know whether their victims were coming (see 5.5.1. YP 

Reflections of Their Perceptions Before Attending the Conference at the Time 1 

Interview). A priori knowledge of victim presence at the conference may help offenders 

prepare their attitudes or behaviours for the conference. 

Study A has demonstrated that among many variables, the outcome of ‘genuine 

consensus’ consistently showed significant effects in supporting change towards 

desistance at the 1- and 5-year follow-up periods. This finding may be a good sign for 

RJ practice. The degree of offender readiness may be relatively uncontrollable by the 

facilitator unless significant time is devoted to preparation in the pre-conference phase 

(Suzuki and Wood, 2017a). On the other hand, reaching genuine consensus may be 

relatively controllable for facilitators in practice because they can manage the 

communication between the victim and offender in RJ conferencing. Practical 
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development of RJ conferencing should focus on how facilitators can help participants 

to arrive at a genuine consensus. 

Findings from Study A and Study B both indicated the importance of support for 

offenders to rebuild their lives after RJ conferencing. More extensive discussions on 

how offenders can do so during the RJ conferencing process may be necessary. This 

focus, however, may produce a dilemma in practice because RJ conferencing practices 

are often criticised as following an offender-centred approach (Choi et al., 2012; 

Zernova, 2007). The offender-focused practice may not be problematic when the 

victims’ motivations to participate are ‘pro-social’, to care for offender reintegration 

(Van Camp, 2017). As Daly (2008b) demonstrated, it likely depends on the context of 

offending as well as the degree of victim distress affected by the offending. RJ 

conferencing practices may need to identify a way to balance supporting offenders’ 

change towards desistance and victim recovery. 

The findings of my research are both consistent and inconsistent with current RJ 

conferencing policy. The findings of Study A do not support the current RJ policy in 

which preventing reoffending is one of the aims of RJ conferencing (Gielen and 

Buccellato, 2010) because involvement in post-conference offending is common. The 

findings of Study B support the current policy in which RJ conferencing is mostly used 

for minor/moderate youth offenders (Hoyle and Rosenblatt, 2016; Shapland, 2014) 

because RJ conferencing may be relevant to change towards desistance among these 

types of offenders. Taken together, the current RJ conferencing policy seems ‘right’, at 

least in terms of its application, in that it uses RJ conferencing for minor/moderate 

youth offenders. Implementing RJ conferencing for minor/moderate young offenders 

may also be the reason for some of the existing reoffending research on RJ conferencing 

showing a reduction of post-conference offending. Since RJ conferencing is used as a 

diversion for these types of offences (Daly and Hayes, 2001), it may help to avoid 
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negative labelling on young offenders that can lead to future delinquency (Bernburg et 

al., 2006; Kavish et al., 2016; Motz et al., 2020). Additionally, while serious crimes 

tend to require more resources and time for preparing and implementing RJ 

conferencing (Drost et al., 2015; Urban et al., 2011), this may not be the case for 

minor/moderate offences. Given the time constraint imposed by the institutionalisation 

of RJ conferencing within the conventional justice system (Crawford, 2015; Jones and 

Creaney, 2015), this characteristic of minor/moderate may enable practitioners to have 

more preparatory works, resulting in more ‘success’. Although it is necessary to be 

careful about net-widening (Prichard, 2010), the overall findings in my research may 

justify expanding RJ practices for these types of offenders.  

Nevertheless, it is important to keep in mind that while RJ may support change 

towards desistance among ‘one-off’ young offenders, RJ conferencing may be less 

likely to have an impact on change towards desistance among persistent offenders 

because of their high-risk factors for offending. Given the challenges of the desistance 

process (Nugent and Schinkel, 2016), policymakers need to understand the overriding 

effects of the offender’s life circumstances on RJ conferencing. What is needed is to 

allocate more resources to help rebuild offenders’ life after RJ conferencing. 

Perhaps it is necessary to incorporate follow-up support for young offenders into 

the RJ conferencing programs (Suzuki and Wood, 2017c). Follow-up support is scarce 

in many RJ conferencing programs (Campbell et al., 2006; Hokwerda and Weijers, 

2005; Shearar and Maxwell, 2012). As Walgrave (2011, p. 129) noted, lack of follow-

up support may be one of the reasons why RJ conferencing can ‘reduce recidivism less 

than might theoretically be expected’, particularly for persistent youth offenders. 

Follow-up support may help maintain their willingness to lead pro-social lives (Toews 

and Katounas, 2004).  
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7.7. Final Remarks 

More than a decade ago, Daly (2002) discussed four myths of RJ conferencing. One 

of those myths is that RJ conferencing ‘can be expected to produce major changes in 

people’ (Daly, 2002, p. 56). The findings in this thesis provide an empirical contribution 

and some nuance regarding the question of what types of changes we might realistically 

expect from offenders. In this regard, my thesis offers some positive implications 

regarding RJ conferencing. In particular, reaching genuine consensus on the agreement 

plan is associated with change towards desistance, and RJ conferencing may support 

change towards desistance among ‘one-off’ offenders. These findings suggest that RJ 

conferencing has the potential to support change towards desistance.  

A significant amount of reoffending research on RJ conferencing has been 

conducted to date, but there is little desistance research on RJ conferencing. Far less is 

known about how RJ conferencing may support change towards desistance. This thesis 

contributes to filling a gap in the literature by highlighting the conditions under which 

and for whom RJ conferencing may support change towards desistance. As discussed 

above regarding the limitations of the two studies, there are still gaps in the literature 

that need to be filled. Future research on RJ conferencing should attempt to reveal more 

of the ‘real stories’ (Daly, 2002) about the relationship between RJ conferencing and 

change towards desistance to develop its theory, practice and policy.  
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Appendix A: List of Interview Questions Analysed in Study B 

This Appendix lists interview items analysed in Study B. These are closed-ended 

questions, but YPs also offered detailed responses to these questions (Daly, 2001; Daly 

et al., 1998).  

BOP 

• 6. Any information about the case the YJC [youth justice coordinator] finds 

important to bring to SAJJ attention? (for the supplemental analysis) 

• 24. To what extent did the victim understand the YP’s situation (saying for 

example, “I know where you’re coming from” or “When I was your age, I did 

something similar” or in other ways, demonstrating concern or empathy for the 

YP? (for the supplemental analysis) 

• 31. Overall, what were your impressions of the YP during Phases I and II? (for 

the supplemental analysis) 

• 33. From your perspective as an observer, were you moved by exchanges that 

occurred in the conference (e.g. ways that participants described the offence and 

its impact or how participants moved toward making a connection with others)? 

(for the supplemental analysis) 

• 66. Do you think it likely or unlikely that the YP will be involved in a serious 

offence in the future, one that comes to the attention of the police? (for the 

supplemental analysis) 

• 79. Any other comments about this conference? Note here what struck you as 

significant, important, unusual, surprising, or otherwise not captured in the 

previous questions, but which should be noted about this conference. (for the 

supplemental analysis) 
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YP Time 1 Interview 

• 2-12. (Thinking about the time before the conference) what were you hoping 

would happen in the conference? (for the analysis of the YP perceptions in the 

pre-conference phase) 

• 2-20. Before the conference, did you think about what you wanted to do or to 

say to the victim? (for the analysis of the YP perceptions in the pre-conference 

phase) 

• 6-5. Do you think it likely or unlikely that you will be involved in a serious 

offence in the future? (for the analysis of the YP perceptions on offending) 

YP Time 2 Interview 

• 2.01. What was the thing you remember most about the conference? (for the 

analysis of YP perceptions about the conference) 

• 3.02. We’re interested to learn why you decided to say sorry to [the Victim]/to 

write apology letter to [the Victim]. Can you tell me why? (for the analysis of 

YP perceptions about the conference) 

• 3.22. We’re interested to learn why you decided not to say sorry. Can you tell 

me why? (for the analysis of YP perceptions about the conference) 

• 6.20. So why do you think you’ve stayed out of trouble? (for the analysis of the 

YP perceptions on offending) 

• 6.50. Since the SAJJ conference in [month], why do you think you’ve gotten 

into trouble again? Or why are you breaking the law or doing illegal things? (for 

the analysis of the YP perceptions on offending) 

• Any other comments about the context and conduct of this interview? (for the 

supplemental analysis) 
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Appendix B: Supplemental Analyses for Study A 

The variables of gender and racial-ethnic identity could not be incorporated into 

some of the models due to the small numbers of cases. To complement this, I conducted 

supplemental multiple regression analyses with male-only and non-Indigenous-only 

cases.  

Multiple Regression Analyses with Male-Only Cases (n = 60) 

Logistic regression results for the characteristics of offenders and conferences and the prevalence measure 

of post-conference offending with male-only cases (1 = post-conference offending) 

Variable 

Involvement in pre-

conference offending with 

1-year follow-up 

Involvement in pre-conference 

offending with 

5-year follow-up 

Beta S.E. OR p Beta S.E. OR p 

Offender-Related Variables 

(police record) 
        

Number of home addresses (1 

= 3 or more) 
2.97*** .89 19.55 .00 2.42*** .91 11.27 .01 

Readiness (YP time 1 interview)         

       YPs felt sorry for victim 

before the conference (1 = 

yes) 

-.01 .76 .99 .99 -2.47* 1.40 .09 .08 

Conference Process (BOP)         

        Outcome was determined by 

genuine consensus (1 = yes) 
-1.36** .66 .26 .04 -.53 .85 .59 .53 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 1 

interview) 
        

         What happened at 

conference encouraged YPs 

to obey the law (1 = yes) 

-.87 .74 .42 .24 2.09* 1.02 8.06 .04 

n = 60 
Pseudo-R2 = .36 Pseudo-R2 = .33 

χ2 = 19.07***, p = .00 χ2 = 13.76***, p = .01 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01; Abbreviations: S.E. = Standard error. OR = Odds ratio. 
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Logistic regression results for the characteristics of offenders and conferences and the measure of the 

change in frequency between pre- and post-conference offending with male-only cases (1 = increase) 

Variable 

Increase in frequency with 1-

year follow-up 

Increase in frequency with 

5-year follow-up 

Beta S.E. OR p Beta S.E. OR p 

Offender-Related Variables (police 

record) 
   

 
    

        Number of home addresses (1 

= 3 or more) 
1.92** .75 6.83 .01 1.69** .66 5.44 .01 

Readiness (YP time 1 interview)         

        YPs felt sorry for victim 

before the conference (1 = 

yes) 

-.40 .78 .67 .61 -1.23 .97 .29 .20 

Conference Process (BOP)         

        Outcome was determined by 

genuine consensus (1 = yes) 
-1.54** .70 .22 .03 -.62 .70 .54 .38 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 1 

interview) 
        

         What happened at conference 

encouraged YPs to obey the 

law (1 = yes) 

-1.36* .76 .26 .08 .75 .81 2.13 .35 

n = 60 
Pseudo-R2 = .30 Pseudo-R2 =.20 

χ2 = 14.18***, p = .01 χ2 = 9.07*, p = .06 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01; Abbreviations: S.E. = Standard error. OR = Odds ratio. 

 

Logistic regression results for the characteristics of offenders and conferences and the change in variety 

between pre- and post-conference offending with male-only cases (1 = increase) 

Variable 

Increase in variety with 1-year 

follow-up 

Increase in variety with 5-

year follow-up 

Beta S.E. OR p Beta S.E. OR p 

Offender-Related Variables 

(police record) 
        

        Number of home addresses 

(1 = 3 or more) 
1.39* .71 4.00 .05 1.51** .64 4.54 .02 

Readiness (YP time 1 interview)         

        YPs felt sorry for victim 

before the conference (1 = 

yes) 

-.38 .75 .68 .61 -1.25 .95 .29 .19 

Conference Process (BOP)         

        Outcome was determined by 

genuine consensus (1 = yes) 
-1.35** .66 .26 .04 -.71 .69 .49 .31 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 1 

interview) 
        

         What happened at 

conference encouraged YPs 

to obey the law (1 = yes) 

-1.27* .74 .28 .08 .63 .79 1.88 .42 

n = 60 
Pseudo-R2 = .23 Pseudo-R2 = .18 

χ2 = 10.88**, p = .03 χ2 = 8.25*, p = .08 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01; Abbreviations: S.E. = Standard error. OR = Odds ratio.  
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Logistic regression results for the characteristics of offenders and conferences and the measure of the 

change in seriousness between pre- and post-conference offending with male-only cases (1 = increase) 

Variable 

Increase in seriousness with 

1-year follow-up 

Increase in seriousness with 

5-year follow-up 

Beta S.E. OR p Beta S.E. OR p 

Offender-Related Variables (police 

record) 
        

        Number of home addresses (1 

= 3 or more) 
1.74** .70 5.67 .01 1.49** .65 4.43 .02 

Readiness (YP time 1 interview)         

        YPs felt sorry for victim before 

the conference (1 = yes) 
-.16 .77 .85 .84 -1.57 .99 .21 .11 

Conference Process (BOP)         

        Outcome was determined by 

genuine consensus (1 = yes) 
-.89 .66 .41 .18 -.30 .67 .74 .65 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 1 

interview) 
        

         What happened at conference 

encouraged YPs to obey the 

law (1 = yes) 

-1.02 .74 .36 .17 1.19 .79 3.30 .13 

n = 60 
Pseudo-R2 = .20 Pseudo-R2 = .20 

χ2 = 9.21*, p = .06 χ2 = 9.06*, p = .06 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01; Abbreviations: S.E. = Standard error. OR = Odds ratio. 

 

Cox regression results for the characteristics of offenders and conferences and the measure of time to 

reoffend with male-only cases (Days) 

Variable 

Time to reoffend with 1-year 

follow-up 

Time to reoffend with 5-year 

follow-up 

Beta S.E. OR p Beta S.E. OR p 

Offender-Related Variables 

(police record) 
        

        Number of home addresses 

(1 = 3 or more) 
2.01*** .43 7.50 .00 1.07*** .33 2.91 .00 

Readiness (Time 1 interview)         

        YPs felt sorry for victim 

before the conference (1 = 

yes) 

-.54 .48 .58 .26 -.39 .35 .68 .27 

Conference Process (BOP)         

        Outcome was determined by 

genuine consensus (1 = yes) 
-.81** .39 .45 .04 -.26 .32 .77 .40 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 1 

interview) 
        

         What happened at 

conference encouraged YPs 

to obey the law (1 = yes) 

-.81* .47 .45 .08 .04 .38 1.05 .91 

n = 60 χ2 = 23.71***, p = .00 χ2 = 13.33**, p = .01 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01; Abbreviations: S.E. = Standard error. OR = Odds ratio. 
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Multiple Regression Analyses with Non-Indigenous-Only Cases (n = 69) 

Logistic regression results for the characteristics of offenders and conferences and the prevalence measure 

of post-conference offending with non-Indigenous-only cases (1 = post-conference offending) 

Variable 

Involvement in pre-

conference offending with 

1-year follow-up 

Involvement in pre-

conference offending with 

5-year follow-up 

Beta S.E. OR p Beta S.E. OR p 

Offender-Related Variables (police 

record) 
        

Number of home addresses (1 = 

3 or more) 
1.88*** .68 6.57 .01 1.41** .63 4.13 .03 

Readiness (YP time 1 interview)         

 YPs felt sorry for victim before 

the conference (1 = yes) 
.33 .70 1.39 .64 -.33 .81 .72 .68 

Conference Process (BOP)         

 Outcome was determined by 

genuine consensus (1 = yes) 
-1.53** .60 .22 .01 -1.38* .74 .25 .06 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 1 

interview) 
        

What happened at conference 

encouraged YPs to obey the law 

(1 = yes) 

-.94 .69 .39 .17 1.24 .76 3.47 .10 

n = 69 
Pseudo-R2 = .28 Pseudo-R2 =.203 

χ2 = 16.45***, p = .00 χ2 = 10.132**, p = .04 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01; Abbreviations: S.E. = Standard error. OR = Odds ratio. 

 

Logistic regression results for the characteristics of offenders and conferences and the measure of the 

change in frequency between pre- and post-conference offending with non-Indigenous-only cases (1 = 

increase) 

Variable 

Increase in frequency with 1-

year follow-up 

Increase in frequency with 5-

year follow-up 

Beta S.E. OR p Beta S.E. OR p 

Offender-Related Variables 

(police record) 
        

Number of home addresses (1 

= 3 or more) 
2.05** .77 7.73 .01 1.43** .59 4.16 .02 

Readiness (YP time 1 interview)         

YPs felt sorry for victim 

before the conference (1 = 

yes) 

-.31 .74 .73 .68 -.02 .74 .98 .98 

Conference Process (BOP)         

Outcome was determined by 

genuine consensus (1 = yes) 
-2.10*** .72 .12 .00 -1.34** .67 .26 .05 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 

1 interview) 
        

What happened at conference 

encouraged YPs to obey the 

law (1 = yes) 

-.95 .76 .39 .21 .63 .72 1.87 .38 

n = 69 
Pseudo-R2 = .37 Pseudo-R2 = .19 

χ2 = 20.69***, p = .00 χ2 = 9.71**, p = .05 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01; Abbreviations: S.E. = Standard error. OR = Odds ratio. 
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Logistic regression results for the characteristics of offenders and conferences and the change in variety 

between pre- and post-conference offending with non-Indigenous-only cases (1 = increase) 

Variable 

Increase in variety with 1-year 

follow-up 

Increase in variety with 5-

year follow-up 

Beta S.E. OR p Beta S.E. OR p 

Offender-Related Variables 

(police record) 
        

Number of home addresses (1 

= 3 or more) 
1.50** .72 4.47 .04 1.53** .60 4.61 .01 

Readiness (YP time 1 

interview) 
        

YPs felt sorry for victim 

before the conference (1 = 

yes) 

-.36 .72 .70 .61 -.36 .76 .70 .64 

Conference Process (BOP)         

Outcome was determined by 

genuine consensus (1 = yes) 
-1.88** .66 .15 .01 -1.63** .69 .20 .02 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 

1 interview) 
        

What happened at conference 

encouraged YPs to obey the 

law (1 = yes) 

-.92 .73 .40 .21 1.03 .73 2.80 .16 

n = 69 
Pseudo-R2 = .31 Pseudo-R2 = .24 

χ2 = 17.16***, p =.00 χ2 = 13.098**, p = .011 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01; Abbreviations: S.E. = Standard error. OR = Odds ratio. 

 

Logistic regression results for the characteristics of offenders and conferences and the measure of the 

change in seriousness between pre- and post-conference offending with non-Indigenous-only cases (1 = 

increase) 

Variable 

Increase in seriousness with 

1-year follow-up 

Increase in seriousness with 

5-year follow-up 

Beta S.E. OR p Beta S.E. OR p 

Offender-Related Variables (police 

record) 
        

Number of home addresses (1 = 3 

or more) 
1.30* .67 3.68 .05 .96* .56 2.62 .08 

Readiness (YP time 1 interview)         

YPs felt sorry for victim before 

the conference (1 = yes) 
-.11 .74 .90 .88 -.47 .72 .63 .52 

Conference Process (BOP)         

Outcome was determined by 

genuine consensus (1 = yes) 
-1.32** .64 .27 .04 -1.14* .62 .32 .07 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 1 

interview) 
        

What happened at conference 

encouraged YPs to obey the law 

(1 = yes) 

-.55 .74 .58 .46 .87 .70 2.38 .21 

n = 69 
Pseudo-R2 = .19 Pseudo-R2 = .14 

χ2 = 9.30*, p =.05 χ2 = 7.51, p = .11 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01; Abbreviations: S.E. = Standard error. OR = Odds ratio. 
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Cox regression results for the characteristics of offenders and conferences and the measure of time to 

reoffend with non-Indigenous-only cases (Days) 

Variable 

Time to reoffend with 1-year 

follow-up 

Time to reoffend with 5-year 

follow-up 

Beta S.E. OR p Beta S.E. OR p 

Offender-Related Variables 

(police record) 
        

Number of home addresses (1 

= 3 or more) 
1.35*** .40 3.87 .00 .95*** .32 2.58 .00 

Readiness (YP time 1 interview)         

YPs felt sorry for victim 

before the conference (1 = 

yes) 

-.01 .46 .99 .98 .00 .33 1.00 1.00 

Conference Process (BOP)         

Outcome was determined by 

genuine consensus (1 = yes) 
-1.03*** .38 .36 .01 -.79*** .30 .46 .01 

Immediate Outcomes (YP time 1 

interview) 
        

What happened at conference 

encouraged YPs to obey the 

law (1 = yes) 

-.59 .44 .56 .18 .10 .36 1.10 .79 

n = 69 χ2 = 19.17***, p = .00 χ2 = 13.319**, p = .010 
* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01; Abbreviations: S.E. = Standard error. OR = Odds ratio.  



 

179 

 

Appendix C: Classifications of Desistance Typology 

This Appendix provides the details of each YP’s offending in the classifications of 

the desistance typology and desistance trajectories in Chapter 5.  

Desistance Typology with 1-Year Follow-up 

Desisters (n = 44) 

Pre-Conference Offence (n = 18)60 

• 97-1106 

• 98-010 

• 98-088 

• 98-133 

• 98-168 

• 98-192 

• 98-205 

• 98-212 

• 98-263A 

• 98-300 

• 98-339 

• 98-382 

• 98-395 

• 98-411 

• 98-420 

• 98-479 

• 98-494-1 

 
60 These numbers indicate SAJJ identification numbers. 
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• 98-682 

No Pre-Conference Offence (n = 26) 

• 98-125 

• 98-170-1 

• 98-191 

• 98-208 

• 98-219 

• 98-226 

• 98-231-1 

• 98-232-1 

• 98-248-1 

• 98-263 

• 98-273-1 

• 98-307-1 

• 98-313 

• 98-319 

• 98-320 

• 98-336 

• 98-345 

• 98-375-1 

• 98-405 

• 98-433 

• 98-442 

• 98-477 

• 98-481 
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• 98-495 

• 98-505 

• 98-525-1 

Partial Desisters (n = 26) 

Pre-Conference Offence (n = 17) 

• 98-101-1: Persisted in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (light) 

(340 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 25 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence) 

• 98-141: De-escalated in frequency (moderate to light), persisted in variety (light, 

but 2 to 1) and seriousness (moderate) (326 crime-free days since SAJJ 

conference; 39 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-249: De-escalated in frequency (moderate to light), variety (moderate to 

light) and seriousness (moderate to low) (294 crime-free days since SAJJ 

conference; 71 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-250: Persisted in seriousness (moderate), de-escalated in frequency 

(moderate to light) and variety (moderate to light) (171 crime-free days since 

SAJJ conference; 194 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-255: De-escalated in frequency (moderate to light), variety (moderate to 

light) and seriousness (high to moderate) (98 crime-free days since SAJJ 

conference; 248 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-262: Persisted in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (light) (9 

crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 356 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence) 
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• 98-274-1: De-escalated in frequency (moderate to light), variety (moderate to 

light) and seriousness (high to moderate) (143 crime-free days since SAJJ 

conference; 222 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-275-1: Persisted in frequency (light) and variety (light), de-escalated in 

seriousness (high to moderate) (99 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 266 

crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-323: Persisted in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (moderate) 

(224 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 141 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence) 

• 98-344: Persisted in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (low) (242 

crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 123 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence) 

• 98-384: Persisted in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (high) (128 

crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 237 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence) 

• 98-423: Persisted in variety (moderate) and seriousness (high, but 4 serious 

crimes in the pre-conference phase, and 3 serious crimes in the post-conference 

phase), de-escalated in frequency (heavy (16) to moderate (6)) (91 crime-free 

days since SAJJ conference; 35 days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-483: Persisted in frequency (light) and variety (light), de-escalated in 

seriousness (high to moderate) (202 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 163 

days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-504-1: Persisted in frequency (light) and variety (light), escalated in 

seriousness (light to moderate) (219 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 3 

crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 



 

183 

 

• 98-545: De-escalated in frequency (heavy to light), variety (moderate to light) 

and seriousness (high to moderate) (75 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 

290 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-679: Persisted in seriousness (high), de-escalated in frequency (moderate to 

light) and variety (moderate to light) (30 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 

292 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-681: Persisted in variety (light) and seriousness (high), de-escalated in 

frequency (moderate to light) (162 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 142 

crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

No Post-Conference Offence (n = 9) 

• 98-167: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light), and seriousness 

(moderate) (326 since SAJJ conference; 39 days since last post-conference 

offence) 

• 98-270: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (low) (292 

days since SAJJ conference; 73 crime-free days since last post-conference 

offence) 

• 98-308: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (moderate) 

(1 crime-free day since SAJJ conference; 364 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence) 

• 98-325: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (moderate) 

(18 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 139 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence)  

• 98-399: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light), and seriousness 

(moderate) (334 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 31 crime-free days 

since last post-conference offence) 



 

184 

 

• 98-415: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light), and seriousness (high) (51 

crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 17 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence) 

• 98-444: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (low) (161 

crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 204 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence) 

• 98-486: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (light) 

(236 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 129 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence) 

• 98-618: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (high) 

(223 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 142 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence) 

Persisters (n = 19) 

Pre-Conference Offence (n = 16) 

• 98-051: Escalated in frequency (light to moderate) and seriousness (moderate to 

high), persisted in variety (light) (127 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 20 

crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-169: Escalated in frequency (light to heavy) and variety (light to moderate), 

persisted in seriousness (moderate) (47 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 

21 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-290: Persisted in frequency (moderate), variety (moderate) and seriousness 

(high) (159 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 13 crime-free days since last 

post-conference offence) 
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• 98-301: Escalated in frequency (light to moderate), variety (light to moderate) 

and seriousness (moderate to high) (81 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 

147 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-304: Escalated in frequency (light to heavy), variety (light to heavy) and 

seriousness (moderate to high) (97 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 71 

crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-322: Persisted in variety (moderate) and seriousness (high), escalated in 

frequency (moderate to heavy) (113 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 59 

crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-324: Persisted in frequency (heavy), variety (heavy) and seriousness (high) 

(243 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 25 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence) 

• 98-326: Persisted in variety (moderate), escalated in frequency (moderate to 

heavy) and seriousness (moderate to heavy) (13 crime-free days since SAJJ 

conference; 49 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-346: Persisted in seriousness (moderate), escalated in frequency (light to 

heavy) and variety (light to moderate) (100 crime-free days since SAJJ 

conference; 1 crime-free day since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-369: Persisted in seriousness (high), escalated in frequency (moderate to 

heavy) and variety (light to heavy) (10 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 

162 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-419: Escalated in frequency (light to moderate), persisted in variety (light) 

and seriousness (moderate) (103 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 27 

crime-free days since last post-conference offence)  
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• 98-448: Persisted in seriousness (moderate), escalated in frequency (light to 

moderate) and variety (light to moderate) (10 crime-free days since SAJJ 

conference; 246 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-476: Persisted in seriousness (moderate), escalated in frequency (light to 

moderate) and variety (moderate) (33 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 

193 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-490: De-escalated in seriousness (high to moderate), escalated in frequency 

(light to moderate) and variety (light to moderate) (90 crime-free days since 

SAJJ conference; 120 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-510: Persisted in seriousness (moderate), escalated in frequency (light to 

moderate) and variety (light to moderate) (37 crime-free days since SAJJ 

conference; 131 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-553: Escalated in frequency (light to moderate), variety (light to moderate) 

and seriousness (moderate to high) (184 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 

74 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

No Pre-Conference Offence (n = 3) 

• 98-203: Escalated in frequency (moderate), variety (moderate), and seriousness 

(high) (222 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 54 crime-free days since last 

post-conference offence) 

• 98-237: Escalated in frequency (heavy) variety (moderate) and seriousness 

(high) (58 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 134 crime-free days since last 

post-conference offence) 

• 98-292: Escalated in frequency (heavy), variety (moderate) and seriousness 

(high) (115 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 5 crime-free days since last 

post-conference offence) 



 

187 

 

Desistance Typology with 5-Year Follow-up 

Desisters (n = 20) 

Pre-Conference Offence (n = 9) 

• 98-010 

• 98-133 

• 98-192 

• 98-212 

• 98-263A 

• 98-300 

• 98-395 

• 98-479 

• 98-494-1 

No Pre-Conference Offence (n = 11) 

• 98-125 

• 98-208 

• 98-248-1 

• 98-263 

• 98-273-1 

• 98-307-1 

• 98-319 

• 98-336 

• 98-345 

• 98-442 

• 98-477 
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Partial Desisters (n = 46) 

Pre-Conference Offence (n = 22) 

• 98-088: Persisted in frequency (light) and variety (light), de-escalated in 

seriousness (serious to moderate) (1200 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 

488 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-101-1: Escalated in frequency (light to moderate), variety (light to moderate) 

and seriousness (moderate into high) (340 crime-free days since SAJJ 

conference; 815 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-141: Persisted in frequency (moderate), escalated in variety (light to 

moderate) and seriousness (moderate into high) (326 crime-free days since SAJJ 

conference; 1273 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-168: Persisted in frequency (light) and variety (light), de-escalated in 

seriousness (moderate into low) (548 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 

672 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-205: Persisted in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (low) (930 

crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 896 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence) 

• 98-249: De-escalated in frequency (moderate into light) and variety (moderate 

into light), persisted in seriousness (moderate) (294 crime-free days since SAJJ 

conference; 1532 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-250: De-escalated in frequency (moderate into light) and variety (moderate 

into light), persisted in seriousness (moderate) (171 crime-free days since SAJJ 

conference; 1655 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-255: Persisted in frequency (moderate), variety (moderate) and seriousness 

(high) (117 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 70 crime-free days since last 

post-conference offence) 
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• 98-262: Persisted in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (moderate) 

(9 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 1817 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence) 

• 98-274-1: Persisted in frequency (moderate), variety (moderate) and seriousness 

(high) (143 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 723 crime-free days since 

last post-conference offence) 

• 98-339: Escalated in frequency (light to moderate), variety (light to moderate) 

and seriousness (moderate into high) (404 crime-free days since SAJJ 

conference; 9 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-344: Escalated in frequency (light to moderate), variety (light to moderate) 

and seriousness (low into moderate) (242 crime-free days since SAJJ 

conference; 120 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-384: Persisted in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (high) (128 

crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 1453 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence) 

• 98-420: Persisted in frequency (light) and variety (light) and escalated in 

seriousness (low into high) (483 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 602 

crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-483: Escalated in frequency (light to moderate) and variety (light to 

moderate) and persisted in seriousness (high) (202 crime-free days since SAJJ 

conference; 283 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-490: Escalated in frequency (light to moderate) and variety (light to 

moderate), but de-escalated in seriousness (high into moderate) (90 crime-free 

days since SAJJ conference; 993 crime-free days since last post-conference 

offence) 
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• 98-504-1: Escalated in frequency (light to moderate), variety (light to moderate) 

and seriousness (low into high) (219 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 

1323 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-545: De-escalated in frequency (heavy to moderate), persisted in variety 

(moderate, but 6 occasions to 3 occasions) and seriousness (high, but 2 serious 

pre-conference offences and 1 serious post-conference offences) (75 crime-free 

days since SAJJ conference; 77 crime-free days since last post-conference 

offence) 

• 98-553: Escalated in frequency (light to moderate), variety (light to moderate) 

and seriousness (high) (184 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 229 crime-

free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-679: Persisted in frequency (moderate, but 4 occasions to 3 occasions) and 

seriousness (high), de-escalated in variety (3 into 2) (30 crime-free days since 

SAJJ conference; 1053 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-681: Persisted in frequency (moderate) and seriousness (high), escalated in 

variety (light to moderate) (162 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 1167 

crime-free days since post-conference offence) 

• 98-682: De-escalated in frequency (moderate into light), variety (moderate into 

light) and seriousness (serious into moderate) (463 crime-free days since last 

post-conference offence; 1362 crime-free days since SAJJ conference) 

No Pre-Conference Offence (n = 24) 

• 98-167: Escalated in frequency (moderate), variety (moderate) and seriousness 

(high) (311 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 1297 crime-free days since 

last post-conference offence) 



 

191 

 

• 98-170-1: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (high) 

(1494 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 332 crime-free days since last 

post-conference offence) 

• 98-191: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light), and seriousness (low) 

(1727 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 99 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence) 

• 98-219: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light), and seriousness (low) 

(1502 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 324 crime-free days since last 

post-conference offence) 

• 98-226: Escalated in frequency (moderate), variety (light) and seriousness (high) 

(390 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 732 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence) 

• 98-231-1: Escalated in frequency (moderate), variety (moderate) and seriousness 

(high) (826 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 1 crime-free day since last 

post-conference offence) 

• 98-232-1: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (high) 

(1808 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 18 crime-free day since last post-

conference offence) 

• 98-270: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light), and seriousness (low) 

(292 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 1534 crime-free days since last 

post-conference offence) 

• 98-308: Escalated in frequency (moderate), variety (moderate), and seriousness 

(high) (1 crime-free day since SAJJ conference; 812 crime-free days since last 

post-conference offence) 
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• 98-313: Escalated in frequency (moderate), variety (moderate) and seriousness 

(moderate) (700 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 127 crime-free days 

since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-320: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (high) 

(1442 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 384 crime-free days since last 

post-conference offence) 

• 98-325: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light), and seriousness 

(moderate) (226 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 1600 crime-free days 

since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-375-1: Escalated in frequency (5), variety (1) and seriousness (low) (1322 

days since SAJJ conference; 477 days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-399: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light), and seriousness 

(moderate) (334 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 1492 crime-free days 

since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-405: Escalated in frequency (moderate), variety (moderate) and seriousness 

(high) (323 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 1180 crime-free days since 

last post-conference offence) 

• 98-415: Escalated in frequency (moderate), variety (low) and seriousness (high) 

(416 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 1423 crime-free days since last 

post-conference offence) 

• 98-433: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (high) 

(438 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 954 crime-free days since post-

conference offence) 

• 98-444: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light), and seriousness (low) 

(161 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 1665 crime-free days since last 

post-conference offence) 
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• 98-481: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (high) 

(1193 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 628 crime-free days since last 

post-conference offence) 

• 98-486: Escalated in frequency (moderate), variety (moderate) and seriousness 

(high) (202 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 283 crime-free days since 

last post-conference offence) 

• 98-495: Escalated in frequency (moderate) variety (light) and seriousness 

(moderate) (455 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 1308 crime-free days 

since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-525-1: Escalated in frequency (light), variety (light) and seriousness (high) 

(868 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 958 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence) 

• 98-618: Escalated in frequency (moderate), variety (light) and seriousness (high) 

(223 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 772 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence) 

Persisters (n = 23) 

Pre-Conference Offence (n = 20) 

• 97-1106: Escalated in frequency (light to heavy) and variety (light to heavy), 

and persisted in seriousness (high) (831 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 

115 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-051: Escalated in frequency (light to heavy), variety (light to heavy) and 

seriousness (moderate to high) (115 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 21 

crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 
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• 98-169: Escalated in frequency (light to heavy) and variety (light to heavy), 

persisted in seriousness (moderate) (47 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 

260 crime-free days since last pot-conference offence) 

• 98-275-1: Escalated in frequency (light to heavy) and variety (light to heavy) 

and persisted in seriousness (high) (99 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 

96 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-290: Escalated in frequency (moderate to heavy) and variety (moderate to 

heavy), and persisted in seriousness (high) (159 crime-free days since SAJJ 

conference; 454 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-301: Escalated in frequency (light to heavy), variety light to heavy) and 

seriousness (moderate to high) (81 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 704 

crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-304: Escalated in frequency (light to heavy), variety (light to heavy) and 

seriousness (moderate to high) (97 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 11 

crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-322: Escalated in frequency (moderate to heavy) and variety (moderate to 

heavy) and persisted seriousness (high) (13 crime-free days since SAJJ 

conference; 18 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-323: Escalated in frequency (light to heavy), variety (light to heavy) and 

seriousness (high) (113 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 4 crime-free 

days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-324: Persisted in frequency (heavy), variety (heavy) and seriousness (high) 

(243 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 683 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence)  
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• 98-326: Escalated in frequency (moderate to heavy), variety (moderate to heavy) 

and seriousness (moderate to high) (13 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 4 

crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-346: Escalated in frequency (light to heavy) and variety (light to moderate), 

persisted in seriousness (moderate) (100 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 

813 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-369: Escalated in frequency (moderate to heavy) and variety (moderate to 

heavy), and persisted in seriousness (high) (10 crime-free days since SAJJ 

conference; 411 crime-free days since last post-conference offence;) 

• 98-382: Escalated in frequency (light to heavy) and variety (light to moderate) 

and persisted in seriousness (high) (518 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 

164 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-411: Persisted in frequency (heavy), variety (moderate) and seriousness 

(high) (559 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 61 crime-free days since last 

post-conference offence) 

• 98-419: Escalated in frequency (light to heavy), escalated in variety (light to 

moderate) and persisted in seriousness (moderate) (103 crime-free days since 

SAJJ conference; 752 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-423: Persisted in frequency (heavy), escalated in variety (moderate to heavy) 

and persisted in seriousness (high) (91 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 

189 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-448: Escalated in frequency (light to heavy), variety (light to moderate) and 

seriousness (high) (10 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 516 crime-free 

days since last post-conference offence) 
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• 98-476: Escalated in frequency (light to moderate) and variety (light to 

moderate), and persisted in seriousness (moderate) (37 crime-free days since 

SAJJ conference; 436 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-510: Escalated in frequency (light to heavy) and variety (light to heavy) and 

persisted in seriousness (moderate) (37 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 

112 crime-free days since last post-conference offence) 

No Pre-Conference Offence (n = 3) 

• 98-203: Escalated in frequency (heavy) and variety (heavy), persisted in 

seriousness (high) (222 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 966 crime-free 

days since last post-conference offence) 

• 98-237: Escalated in frequency (heavy), variety (moderate) and seriousness 

(high) (58 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 488 crime-free days since last 

post-conference offence) 

• 98-292: Escalated in frequency (heavy), variety (heavy) and seriousness (high) 

(115 crime-free days since SAJJ conference; 125 crime-free days since last post-

conference offence) 
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Appendix D: Similarities Between Boundary Offenders and Stable 

Persisters 

In Study B, I conducted a preliminary analysis based on the four groups of the 

desistance trajectories (i.e., stable desisters, halfway desisters, boundary offenders, 

stable persisters). The result showed that boundary offenders and stable persisters are 

similar in their perceptions compared to other groups (see a table below).  

 

Interview items analysed Boundary offenders (n = 7) Stable offenders (n = 12) 

• Before the conference did you 

think about what you wanted to 

do or to say to the victim? (YP 

time 1 interview) 

• (Thinking about the time before 

the conference) What were you 

hoping would happen in the 

conference? (YP time 1 

interview) 

• At the time 1 interview, 

more than half of YPs 

(57%) reflected that lacked 

an interest in the conference 

before attending it.  

• At the time 1 interview, a 

majority of YPs (83%) 

reflected that they lacked an 

interest in the conference 

before attending it.  

• The one thing the YP 

remembered (Time 2 Interview) 

• We’re interested to learn why 

you decided not to say sorry. 

Can you tell me why? (Time 2 

Interview) 

• Can you tell me why you say 

that [Were you hoping that it 

[writing the letter] would make 

the victim feel better?] (YP 

time 2 interview) 

• At the time 2 interview, a 

majority of YPs (86%) 

reported that they felt 

coerced or refused to 

apologise and had a bad 

memory or lacked a 

memory of the conference a 

year later. 

 

• At the time 2 interview, half 

of YPs (50%) reported that 

they felt coerced or refused to 

apologise.  

• At the time 2 interview, more 

than half of YPs (67%) had a 

bad memory about the 

conference or lacked a 

memory a year later. 

• Do you think it likely or 

unlikely that you will be 

involved in a serious offence in 

the future? (Time 1 Interview) 

• So why do you think you’ve 

stayed out of trouble? (Time 2 

Interview) 

• Since the SAJJ conference, why 

do you think you’ve gotten into 

trouble again? Or why are you 

breaking the law or doing 

illegal things? (YP time 2 

interview) 

• More than half of YPs 

(57%) were pessimistic or 

unsure about their future 

involvement in offending at 

the time 1 interview and had 

reasons for getting into 

trouble between the 

conference and time 2 

interview.  

• Half of YP (50%) were 

pessimistic or unsure about 

their future involvement in 

offending at the time 1 

interview.  

• A majority of YPs (97%) had 

reasons for getting into 

trouble between the 

conference and time 2 

interview.  
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