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Abstract 

There has been an increase in the use of restorative justice (RJ) interventions with young 

offenders. One of the most effective is the RJ conferencing (RJC) typology, considered fully 

restorative, where all parties affected by an offence are brought together in a face-to-face 

meeting where the offending actions and their impact are discussed. One of the RJC features 

is that the intervention achieves one of the victims' needs through the therapeutic potential of 

receiving an apology from an offender. The academic literature provides information on how 

victims construct an apology and what they desire to be effective from an offender's apology. 

However, very few articles have focused on young offenders who may offer this form of 

amends during an RJC, recognising a gap in the literature and research into how an apology is 

viewed, understood and constructed, which is one aspect that this study considers.  

This research contributes to academic knowledge by providing insights into how young 

offenders view, understand and construct an apology from their RJC experience. Furthermore, 

victim research has tended to use research samples consisting of surrogate victims, fictional 

scenarios, questionnaires, and surveys to offer a construct of a victim apology. Through an 

interpretive research design, the study aims were achieved by examining young offenders' 

subjective understandings, views, and constructions of the apology they may have offered 

during their RJC experience on the Isle of Man (IOM). There was a review of existing academic 

literature, non-participatory observations (15), and semi-structured interviews (20) with young 

offenders. According to specific sampling criteria, the participants were selected purposefully 

to ensure they could reflect upon various experiences.  

One of the key findings was that the scripted questions used in RJC sessions could be perceived 

as coercive by prompting the apologies but not considering the motivational factors and real 

meaning behind these admissions. One motivation to apologise could be to avoid being 

shunned by the offender’s support structure consisting of family and friends who may influence 

the perpetrator to provide a genuine apology to their victim. However, the RJC format promotes 

restorative dialogue encouraging engagement, reflection and understanding of the impacts of 

the offence; these questions and their structure warrant a discussion around the concerns of 

control. This questions the freedom in their responses as young people may be steered in a 

particular direction.  
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This study revealed that as harm increased, victims felt more strongly that an apology was 

necessary, and a complex apology was required if severe harm had been perpetrated. An 

apology reduced these aggressive feelings in victims and improved their general impressions 

of offenders. Further research on the long-term benefits of an apology should address the 

benefits of voluntary apologies compared to prompted ones. 

Through reflective practice during the completion of this thesis, the advantages of this form of 

learning style that embraces the concepts of constructivism and reflection became apparent as 

advantageous in RJC sessions. Ultimately the format of these sessions could change after due 

consideration is given to the scripted questions and the validity of reflection. 
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction 

 

In the academic literature on restorative justice (RJ), there has been an identified "gap" in the 

current knowledge between theory and practice (Daly, 2002). The practice of RJ conferencing 

(RJC) recognises the harm that has been caused between a transgressor or offender and a 

victim(s). The harm caused to the victim can be resolved by repairing relationships through a 

preferred face-to-face meeting between those affected by the offence. The face-to-face 

meeting, or an RJC, is a platform where offenders explain their offending behaviour, victims 

can ask questions about the offence, and all parties affected by the transgression arrive at a 

consensus about reparation (Latimer, Dowden & Muise, 2005).  

The increasing incorporation of RJ approaches and processes into the mainstream criminal 

justice system (CJS) has recognised a need for thorough evaluations of the impact of RJ 

interventions. Sivasubramaniam (2012) and Trimboli (2000) attribute growth in RJ research to 

an increased number of literature reviews (Braithwaite, 1999:1-127) and meta-analyses 

(Latimer et al., 2005). Whilst there is some existing academic literature and research which 

recognises an apology's fundamental role (Choi & Stevenson, 2009; Hayes, 2006, Mu, 2016), 

when reviewing this, it became evident that these research studies did not consider young 

offenders' subjective understandings, views, and constructs of the act of an apology in the RJ 

process which is important and needs to be done.  

Recognising and addressing this "gap" in the academic literature, my contribution to 

knowledge through these interpretative research findings provides insights into a young 

offender's apology during an RJC. While the academic literature recognises that an apology is 

an exchange between a victim and offender, filling this "gap" in the academic literature and 

research is important as it provides new knowledge surrounding young offenders' unique 

perspectives and insights into how an apology can support, strengthen, and ultimately improve 

young offenders' and victims' restorative outcomes. This study, therefore, addresses a gap in 

the academic literature and a policy practice gap between RJC theory and what happens in 

practice. This lack of insight into the role of perpetrator apology in an RJC intervention, partly 

due to the lack of current research on this subject, is addressed through this study's aim and 

objectives by exploring young offenders' subjective interpretations of an apology within the 

RJC intervention on the Isle of Man (IOM). Therefore, I argue that my original contribution to 

knowledge is through analysing the research findings where new and original evidence are 

presented as no prior study explores the same. 
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The Isle of Man (IOM), with a small population of 85 000 people, reflects the traditional 

indigenous small-community foundations where RJC was first used as a form of community 

justice. Therefore, this 'community' case study permits the full benefits of RJC to be explored 

and can help return conflict to the community (Christie, 1977). Rosner and Bruce (2016: 1-19) 

claim that RJ communities can 'rescue' this (Crawford & Newburn 2002; Crawford 2004). 

Therefore, the IOM community as a single case study area provides an ideal platform where a 

thorough examination and interpretation of the participant's views can truly aid the closure of 

the identified gap between theory and practice that lacks specific attention to each of the 

features of the intervention that underpin it. Daly (2003) and Walgrave (2012) emphasised the 

need for a more significant theoretical debate surrounding the aims of an RJC and what occurs 

in practice.  

An apology is one of the main features of RJ. Shapland, Atkinson, Atkinson, Colledge, Dignan, 

Howes & Sorsby (2006) suggest that each RJC is unique and may cause confusion about how 

an apology is offered, perceived, understood, viewed, and constructed, which will be addressed 

in this thesis through the following research aim and objectives. 

1.1 Aim and objectives of the thesis 

The doctoral study aim is: 

To explore young offenders' perceptions of the nature and understanding of an apology during 

their RJC.  

In light of this aim, the objectives of this doctorate are: 

1. Examine the definition, political and legislative development of RJ and the role of 

apology. 

2. To examine and integrate the research evidence base surrounding the role of apology 

in the criminal justice system with adult and young offenders. 

3. To critically interpret young offenders' perceptions of the apology during their 

Restorative Justice Conference within a single case study area utilising existing 

academic literature, non-participatory observations and semi-structured interviews. 

4. Evaluate and critique the role of an apology in the RJC process within the Isle of Man 

through young offenders’ reported motivations, the act of the apology and the effects 

of an apology. 

5. Make an effective practice model recommendation to ensure an apology is meaningful. 
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1.2 Research questions 

The following questions have been set concerning the research objectives, which define this 

thesis's scope. 

1. What are young offenders’ motivations to apologise to their victims? 

2. How do young offenders interpret, understand and view an apology? 

3. How do emotions and feelings influence a young offender's apology? 

4. Overall, how do young offenders construct an apology in the RJC intervention? 

5. What are the effects on the young offender due to an apology they may offer their 

victims? 

1.3 Chapter structure 

 

This thesis reviews relevant academic literature, explaining an apology and the contention 

when defining RJ to address the above research aim, objectives, and research questions. The 

methodology chapter then turns to RJ's philosophical and theoretical discourses. Finally, the 

chapter is followed by an explanation of the RJC theory and the stakeholder roles. Finally, 

consideration of RJ's political and legislative development in the UK and the use of RJC on the 

IOM is outlined. 

Chapters two and three present a review of the academic literature relevant to this study. An 

apology's principles are explored by considering the act's constructions, which recognise a 

"gap" in the literature. The gap highlights that while we know what an apology should contain, 

it is unclear what they do. Furthermore, it recognises that no accredited articles or studies 

focused on restorative justice conferencing and young offenders' apologies they may offer 

during their conference and how these are constructed, understood and viewed by young 

offenders. Chapter three considers some of the theoretical debates surrounding the act and the 

different apology types are considered before exploring its healing properties. This discussion 

is followed by a review of Lazare's (2005) four-component part framework of an effective 

apology. The chapter then turns to examine the apology and the role of forgiveness. Finally, an 

examination of the literature surrounding current RJC practice with adult offenders is provided. 
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Chapter Four presents the methodological approach of this study and its application to the 

research topic. Thematic analysis is described in detail and is considered the most appropriate 

method for evaluating this research study's reliability, generalisability, and validity. An 

interpretivist approach to the research design is enhanced through collaboration with the host 

organisation, the Department of Home Affairs (DHA), and the triangulation of the research 

methods using current academic literature, non-participatory observations and semi-structured 

interviews drawing upon the interpretation of their reality. The chapter concludes by outlining 

the ethical considerations required before working with young people and the process of 

obtaining ethical approval from the University's Ethics Committee.  

Chapter Five presents the participants’ responses to this research, aiming to give voice to those 

studied. Each participant's story is heard through the most prevalent themes identified from the 

observations of RJC and young offenders’ semi-structured interviews, which provides insight 

into their motivations to apologise to their victims, including forgiveness, a sincere apology, a 

commitment to reform and the need for reparation. 

Chapter Six presents the results and a discussion surrounding the act of an apology, including 

the influence of victims' responses on the participants' emotions and other outcomes. The 

chapter also considers the long-term effects of an apology reported by the participants. As in 

the previous chapter, the themes were identified using Braun and Clarke's (2006) six-stage 

thematic analysis as a guide and is supported by triangulation of the existing academic research 

literature, non-participatory observations and semi-structured interviews.  

Chapter seven, the conclusion, brings together the main results and discussion from the 

research data relating to the identified themes, which leads to this study's response to the 

research objectives. Furthermore, this chapter recommends a 'best' and 'effective' practice 

model to ensure an apology is meaningful. The recommendations also invite further academic 

research and discussion into the role of an apology within an RJC intervention used with young 

offenders. 

1.4 The use of Restorative Justice Conferencing 

 

Restorative justice conferencing (RJC) as an intervention primarily forms part of the RJ 

encounter in the Final Warning process used with low-level, first-time offences on the IOM. 

The police's Final Warning disposal is issued where the young offender has admitted an offence 

and avoids a court appearance – the young person is then referred to the Youth Justice Team 



 

Page | 5  

 

(YJT). A Police Caution on the IOM is long-established non-statutory disposal for offenders 

who have committed and admitted low-level offences1. The legitimate aims of the cautioning 

process are:    

 To deal with less serious offences quickly and simply. 

 To divert offenders, where appropriate, from the courts (enabling offenders to 

offer  reparation, restitution and simple rehabilitation). 

 To reduce the likelihood of an offender re-offending by preventing recidivism.  

UK legislation/guidance allows for Police Cautions without conditions (Simple Cautions) and 

Police Cautions with conditions, e.g., restitution/rehabilitation (Conditional Cautions). A 

Police Caution in the IOM is the equivalent of the UK Simple Caution. Historically the IOM 

has followed good practices from neighbouring jurisdictions. It is recognised that deciding 

whether to charge an offender with an offence or use alternative disposals, including cautions, 

will usually have an element of subjectivity. As such, no prescriptive decision-making model 

exists. For more serious offences or repeat offending (for those who have previously had a 

Final Warning), the Youth Court may refer the young offender to the YJT for a specified length 

of time, usually between six months to a year, where a more tailored in-depth exploration of 

their offending behaviour is explored. Once referred, the YJT professional may use RJC to 

intervene with the young offender.  

The Final Warning and Court disposal, where RJC is used, has provided encouraging results 

similar to the Referral Order used in England and Wales. Published data shows that the RJ 

intervention used as out-of-court disposal is more effective than other court sentences because 

people receiving these are less likely to re-offend than those receiving other types of sentences 

(Allen, 2017:9). While supporting the use of an RJC, a Criminal Justice Joint Inspection (by 

Her Majesty's Inspectorate of Constabulary, Her Majesty's Inspectorate of Probation, Her 

Majesty's Crown Prosecution Service Inspectorate and Her Majesty's Inspectorate of Prisons) 

of the intervention found it was not always delivered well or reached its objectives (Inspection, 

C. J. J. 2012). Conversely, there is no literature available on using RJC in both the Final 

Warning process and Courts disposal of the IOM.  

                                                 
1 Both the Minority Reprimand and Final Warning are not simple written warnings. The young offender has to 

admit guilt for an offence to be considered for the Caution. If a young person fails to admit responsibility for an 

offence they may end up going to court if it is believed they are guilty of an offence. A Final Warning does 

however result in a recorded Caution as an official record. 
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The academic literature and research on Referral Orders and the RJC element of the 

intervention have reported both positive and negative aspects (Newburn, Crawford, Earle, 

Goldie, Hale, Masters & Uglow, 2002). Between March and September 2001, the research 

interviewed 90 young people subject to a referral order and 75 parents/guardians. The research 

found that fewer than half of the young people were given information about the referral orders 

from their legal representative before their restorative meeting. However, it was reported that 

many young people were provided information about the restorative meaning and purpose of 

the referral order by their youth offending officer. With this information laying out the RJ 

process and the consequences should they not fulfil the reparation task as part of their contract, 

most of the young people interviewed remained positive about their experiences.  

Overall, the young people felt positive about their referral order and the RJ process, partly 

because they could relate their stories which made them realise that they had a problem that 

needed addressing. The research interviews also reported that the young offenders’ parents 

supported the referral order as it provided their child with an opportunity to realise and reflect 

on their offending behaviour and its impact on the victim, make amends and not receive a 

criminal record. Conversely, however, it was reported that the young people were unsure about 

the panel and who the representatives were. Contrary to this apparent confusion, 84% felt they 

were treated with respect and were given a chance to speak and explain their side of things 

during the meeting (87%). 

Academic research by McGarrell, Olivares, Crawford & Kroovand (2000) reported a 30% 

reduction in reoffending amongst young people who participated in an RJC intervention 

compared to others who accessed other programmes. Similarly, research by Wilson (2016) and 

Maxwell and Morris (2001) noted the possibility that this may reduce reoffending as a direct 

result of the RJC intervention. Furthermore, in a meta-analysis of 14 RJ evaluations, the 

research found an 8% decrease in reoffending between participants who accessed an RJ and 

those who did not (Bonta, Wallace-Capretta & Rooney, 1998). In a systematic review of the 

evidence on the effectiveness of RJ justice by Strang, Sherman, Mayo-Wilson, Woods and 

Ariel (2013) for the Campbell Collaboration, a total of 90 young people and 75 

parents/guardians were interviewed about their experiences of a referral order and the RJ 

process within it.  

The systematic review evidenced comparative differences between the court and the initial RJ 

panel meetings from the views of young people and their parents. The largely qualitative 
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findings evidenced that the young offender participants considered the RJ intervention as one 

that treated them with respect and a fairer platform as they could explain their offending. 

Furthermore, the young offenders felt that these explanations provided them with a voice that 

was otherwise denied in a court appearance.  

In the same research, RJ principles were also evident through repairing harm, recognising the 

victim, and possibly reintegration the offender. Sixty-nine per cent of young people, compared 

to 45% who had attended the Youth Court, understood how their offending had affected their 

victims.  

Concerning the possible reintegration of offenders beyond the referral order process, 69 per 

cent of young people interviewed felt that attending a panel meeting made them feel they could 

put the whole thing behind them. Furthermore, compared to an appearance in a Youth Court 

process, the overall satisfaction with the RJ process was perceived by victims as more 

satisfactory and a place where they were likely to receive a sincere apology from offenders 

(Campbell Collaboration, 2017). Interestingly, Sherman, Strang, Mayo-Wilson, Woods and 

Ariel (2015) reported on the positives related to RJ interventions, echoed this finding and found 

that victims were more likely to receive a more genuine and sincere apology from the offenders 

when they came face-to-face with them compared to other indirect forms of RJ interventions 

such as writing letters of an apology (Sivasubramaniam, 2012).  

Interestingly, despite the positive results attributed to RJ, there remains a gap between theory 

and practice (Daly, 2003) and how it is used in the CJS. For example, Sivasubramaniam (2012) 

expressed a concern that the harsh punitive political climate in which RJ processes are 

implemented may affect perceptions of RJ processes' legitimacy. Regarding an apology that 

occurs during an RJC, much of the research that recognises an apology's significance appears 

to fall short of providing an in-depth explanation of its understanding, view, and overall 

function. Moreover, these tend to be focused on the benefits of this act to victims (Dignan, 

2004; Gal, 2011; Strang et al., 2013).  

The interest in the victim’s needs surrounding an apology from a transgressor has increased in 

recent literature due to claims that the victims and their feelings are often ignored throughout 

the criminal justice process (Zehr, 1990). The current CJS has been criticised for ignoring the 

victims as those affected directly by crime and focusing exclusively on society's interests 

(Wemmers, 2009). It has been suggested in recent research that victims need to receive an 

apology from a transgressor, but how and what the apology should look like is uncertain. 
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Interestingly, the introduction of the Victim Impact Statement used in the court process has 

gone some way to address the underrepresentation of the victim and their feelings in court. 

However, it is suggested that when a transgressor is young, they may lack empathy and the 

ability to understand the apology they are required to offer to their victims (Jolliffe & 

Farrington, 2006).  

Past research has shown that an apology must be proportionate to the offence and the harm 

caused and comprehensive enough to be accepted. In particular, research on victims has shown 

that they expect and should contain an expression of responsibility, remorse, reparation, and 

forbearance (McNamara & Dhami, 2003). 

Similarly, restorative justice research supports the notion that victims need an apology to heal 

from the offence committed against them to heal from their suffering (Dhami, 2012; Engel, 

2002). The literature notes that each apology is variable (Ohbuchi, Kameda & Agarie, 1989) 

and unique (Roschk & Kaiser, 2013) to the circumstances in which it applies. When used in 

the Referral Order process, offenders' needs and desire to apologise to their victims have also 

been neglected by ensuring that the young offenders take responsibility for their actions and 

make amends. Therefore, the act of an apology concerns itself primarily with the needs of 

victims,     and we have less of an understanding of how young offenders understand or 

conceptualise their behaviour when giving an apology. 

The uncertainty around the UK’s withdrawal from the European Union2, the unpredictable and 

unforeseen costs associated with the 2019-21 global COVID-19 pandemic, and the 

government's need to improve the economy, youth offending provision and funding have 

become unpredictable, and its future, therefore, unknown. Regardless of austerity measures, 

staff involved in youth offences remain focused on working with young people who get into 

trouble with the law and remain committed to helping them stay away from crime.  

1.5 Problems in current practice 

 

Academic literature on the RJC practice has highlighted that both victims and young offenders 

have found the intervention equally beneficial. However, the intervention's theoretical and 

philosophical benefits appeared to have 'just happened'. This "gap" between the theory, 

practice, and policy in RJC is well recognised and documented within the literature (Daly, 

                                                 
2
 The UK left the European Union during the writing of this thesis on the 31st January 2020. 



 

Page | 9  

 

2003). Both victims and young offenders reported that providing and receiving an apology was 

essential to RJC. However, the true extent of these findings is without merit as the research did 

not explain or provide an in-depth analysis of how an apology was beneficial or how victims 

and offenders perceived this act.   

Lazare (2005) stated that an apology comprises several components that should meet victims' 

psychological needs, while other studies have also provided similar theories of an apology 

(Lewicki, Polin & Lount, 2016; Schumann, 2014; Allan, Beesley, Attwood & McKillop, 2014). 

Moreover, these studies have all tended to use quantitative (positivist) methods, and while they 

contribute knowledge to the research on an apology, these studies have also tended to be 

focused on victim responses. There is, therefore, a lack of qualitative research and literature on 

the impact of an apology, which fails to provide an in-depth explanation of the offenders’ 

views. Therefore, the knowledge around the pivotal role of an apology that has been previously 

claimed to be an important part of the RJC process is simply unavailable.  

This study examines the subjective views of young offenders' experiences of an apology in an 

RJC and explores the notion's benefits that will contribute to academic debates. Except for 

Jolliffe & Farrington's (2006) study, research has largely ignored the perceptions of the role of 

an apology with young offenders in an RJC. Therefore, an academic study dedicated to an in-

depth analysis of these perceptions is warranted, and it is proposed that this project begins to 

contribute to knowledge in this area. At this time, practitioners need to be encouraged to value 

their worth and the importance of the interventions, such as RJC, that are available to them and 

how these are used.  

It is argued that to adequately address an offender's risk and play an active role in preventing 

recidivism, knowing an RJC intervention can contribute to understanding its impact. Through 

a more significant analysis of an RJC, practitioners do not have to limit their knowledge solely 

based on the delivery of an intervention, but instead, be committed to having an awareness of 

the theoretical aims and how these can be applied to practice, which collectively seeks to 

achieve the best outcomes for all parties involved in the RJC process. This research, therefore, 

considers one aspect of the RJC intervention - the apology. This research aims to close the 

identified "gap" between RJC theory and practice in the academic literature and policy – which 

is achieved through insights into the role of an apology through young offenders' subjective 

views of this act. These results, envisaged, will promote the need for updating policy – 

increasing the knowledge around an apology – to assist all parties in understanding the full 
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benefits of an apology during the intervention and ensuring it is applied to practice. This 

approach may promote the benefits associated with an RJC through a suggested best-practice 

model. The thesis now examines RJ definitions, its theoretical and philosophical discourses 

and the development of RJ and RJC on the Isle of Man. 
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CHAPTER 2: Literature Review 

 

The next two chapters focus on the existing academic literature around restorative justice (RJ). 

This chapter examines the broader literature on RJ, which is achieved by contextualising the 

existing research and discusses some explanations and difficulties debated relating to defining 

RJ. The chapter then provides a background into the development and use of restorative justice 

(RJ) on the Isle of Man (IOM) with young offenders.  

2.1 Defining Restorative Justice 

Restorative justice is contentious as a single definition has proven difficult, resulting in little 

consensus (Bazemore & Mara, 2004; Marshall, 1999; Pointer, 2019; Umbreit, Coates & Vos, 

2004, Van Ness & Strong, 2010). Gavrielides (2008:166) attributes RJ projects complexity and 

the general philosophy of the different RJ approaches that need reviewing to help develop and 

resolve RJ's 'conceptual ambiguity’. Moreover, Gavrielides (2008:167) suggests that one 

central contention in defining RJ is the differences between 'abolitionist' and 'pragmatic' 

visions of the paradigm, which he attributes to negative implications or the 'six conceptual 

fault-lines' in the practice of RJ as explained below.  

The first fault-line is associated with the relationship between RJ and whether this should be 

independent or complementary to the current CJS. The second fault line contributing to the 

ambiguity is how RJ practices are integrated into the existing criminal process (Gavrielides, 

2008:172). The debate here is whether RJ should be integrated into current youth offending 

practices or whether it should be offered as an alternative. The third fault-line relates to RJ's 

definition, where individuals, researchers, and academics each provide different interpretations 

and explanations of this term. Dignan (2002:172), concerning this debate, explains this using 

two groups. The first is claimed to view RJ as a distinctive decision-making process, and the 

second group, as a process-based definition that is incomplete as it is not based on restorative 

outcomes or how RJ is defined or evaluated.  

The fourth fault line relates to those directly affected by crime and other stakeholders. 

Gavrielides (2008:173) comments that there are debates around the number of key stakeholders 

in the RJ process. For example, some argue that stakeholders should only include those most 

affected by an offence, such as the victim and the offender (Cantor, 1976). Zehr (2002:37), 

who recognises the role of stakeholders in the RJ process, comments that RJ is "a process to 

involve, to the extent possible, those who have a stake in a specific offence and to identify and 
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address harms, needs collectively, and obligations, to heal and put things as right as possible". 

Similarly, Bazemore and Mara (2004:41), while not referring to specific individual 

stakeholders per se, note that there needs to be an "emphasis on the offender's personal 

accountability by key participants, [in] an inclusive decision-making process that encourages 

participation by key participants." 

The fifth fault line considers the relationship between RJ and punishment (Gavrielides, 2008). 

Wright (1996), for example, notes that while RJ measures cannot be perceived as punitive, 

Duff (1992) contends that RJ reparations are not an alternative to punishment but more a 

punishment alternative. Lastly, ambiguity is raised due to a difference of opinion in RJ 

principles' flexibility delivered through interventions. For example, Gavrielides (2008) referred 

to the 'voluntariness' of participants and noted that stakeholders should decide on their inclusion 

in an RJ intervention. Conversely, the number of RJ approaches, such as in the Referral Order 

process, where the offender's choice and consent to participate are removed, questions the RJ 

practice's voluntariness and whether the intervention can truly be considered RJ or an aspect 

of punishment. Gavrielides (2008), in conclusion, recognises that the multi-dimensional debate 

around RJ as a concept and its definition will continue due to differences of opinion between 

individuals, researchers and academics.  

The definition widely used in RJ literature and this research is Marshall's (1999), which states, 

"A process whereby all parties with a stake in a particular offence come together to resolve 

how to deal with the aftermath of the offence and its implications for the future." However, this 

definition primarily focuses on the RJ process and not apologies and RJ outcomes. While not 

necessarily a definition, the Crown Prosecution Service offers one of the few examples based 

on the apology as an RJ outcome. About the RJ principles, the CPS (2019) note that where an 

RJ process is properly administered, it is likely that a victim will receive an apology as an 

outcome in the RJ process rather than at court. 

Recognising the flexibility in definitions Van Ness and Strong (2010) suggest that this may be 

due to RJ "developing in a piecemeal fashion" (Daly & Proietti-Scifoni 2011:5). Moreover, 

acknowledging the volume of definitions available, Daly and Proietti-Scifoni (2011) suggest 

differences in definition and understanding may be due to the varied uses of key terms in the 

domestic criminal justice literature and analysts having different conceptual starting points. 

They note, "Some identify reparation as the master term; others, restoration; others, making 

amends; and still others, a combination of these" (Daly & Proietti-Scifoni, 2011:37). 
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Therefore, the difficulty in defining RJ is partly due to the intervention's varying philosophical 

and theoretical interpretations and aims (Mantel, Fox & Dhami, 2005). Interestingly, Daly 

(2002) notes that there is a "gap" in knowledge between RJ theory and practice, which Zehr 

(2002:37) and Marshall (1999) suggest is down to the RJ process consisting of many different 

practices (Umbreit, Coates & Vos, 2004; Wilcox & Hoyle, 2004).  

2.2 Philosophical and theoretical discourses 

 

While Mantle, Fox, and Dhami (2005) highlight the difficulty in relating philosophy and theory 

to RJ, they attribute this to the different interpretations, aims, objectives and practices 

surrounding the intervention. For example, they note that RJ has two central schemes that 

emphasise the victim equally, including their rights. The other scheme centres on an offender-

oriented approach that seeks to address the failings of traditional philosophies of punishment: 

reparation, deterrence, incarceration, and rehabilitation. Similarly, mirroring the typology 

above, Llewellyn and Howse (2002) note that RJ creates two natural justice movements that 

permit access to the CJS and recognise the victims' needs and rights. 

In contrast to these failures, the RJ process is unique in providing victims with a voice 

(Bazemore, 1998; Umbreit, 1998) and direct communication with the offender. Therefore, the 

face-to-face encounter in an RJC provides a platform where an offender's explanation of their 

offence can be offered, and the offender takes responsibility. Furthermore, a victim receives an 

apology and reconciliation can be achieved when both parties' healing can occur (Daly & 

Stubbs, 2006). Thus, this RJ ideal empowers all stakeholders to agree and conclude the process 

through a restitution agreement that provides victims with a visual act that symbolises an 

apology and an understanding of the offence, which aids recovery through reconciliation. With 

its focus on resolving harm through the restoration of relationships, RJ then implicitly 

challenges offenders to repair the harm caused to their victim, rather than merely relying on 

punishment, which can accommodate the expression of regret through an emotional process 

that includes remorse and forgiveness.  

These expressions, it is claimed, can be achieved through a meaningful apology offered by a 

defendant, through the application of therapeutic jurisprudence, whether pre or post-

conviction, which supports the rehabilitation of both victim and offender (Petrucci, 2002: 347-

348; Scheff, 1998). Scheff (1998) highlights that an apology can be viewed as a social ritual of 

respect and forgiveness, ensuring offenders take responsibility for their offences and express 
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remorse (Scher & Darley, 1997), which can be achieved through a notion of reintegration that 

follows. 

Inclusion in an RJ approach provides a forum away from formal court proceedings to discuss 

an offence (Umbreit, 1998; Umbreit, Coates & Vos, 2004). Therefore, the RJ process provides 

a platform where an emotional exchange may include an apology and elicit remorse, which can 

occur between primary stakeholders (McCold & Wachtel, 2003; Wachtel, 2013). Moreover, 

where all stakeholders have drawn up a contract, it acts as a symbolic gesture to remedy the 

wrong caused by a meaningful and proportionate punishment that seeks the victims, offender 

and community healing (Zehr, Mika & Umbreit, 1997). While these studies' results can be 

evidenced as working, they are very much standalone regarding how the paradigm works 

within individual RJ interventions.  

The RJ process encourages the primary stakeholders, including community representatives, to 

condemn the offence through dialogue. In addition, this process allows the victims to express 

their emotional responses and allows the offender to explain and take responsibility for their 

offence and make an apology or symbolic reparation to their victim. Moreover, this also 

provides a platform whereby an agreed action plan can be drawn up to make amends for the 

offender’s wrongful act and access input from all the stakeholders (Zehr, 2005; Levrant, Cullen 

Fulton & Wozniak, 1999). This process is encapsulated by Johns (2009:62-63), who states: 

"Victims are given a voice, and heard; the offending behaviour is located within a 

social context; the young person is confronted by the harm they have caused and thus 

held accountable for their actions, within a safe and supportive environment; and they 

are granted the opportunity for engagement in the reparative process.” 

 

Robinson and Shapland (2008) refer to RJ's acclaimed propensity to reduce reoffending by 

policymakers who use this as a 'litmus test' to measure an intervention's success. Conversely, 

they also note that when used as a measure, any reduction in the recidivism rate in RJ is 

unrealistic due to the short-term RJ process (Bazemore & O'Brien, 2012). Furthermore, 

Robinson and Shapland (2008) conclude that "Instead of thinking about restorative justice as 

a new-style 'intervention' — something which is done to offenders — we might be better advised 

to re-frame restorative justice as an opportunity to facilitate a desire or consolidate a decision 

to desist from." While not dismissing the inclusion of RJ's potential to reduce reoffending, it is 

argued that offenders need to have access to reparative activities to strengthen rehabilitation 

opportunities.  Robinson and Shapland (2008:353) note that this can improve offenders' lives 
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and encourage them to desist, which will help victims heal directly or through symbolic 

reparation, evidenced in RJ practices.  

2.3 Youth Justice: the use of RJC on the Isle of Man 

The RJC process on the IOM is intended to be delivered as per McCold and Wachtel's (2003) 

RJC theory by all parties that may have been affected by an offence. The parties primarily 

include the young offender, the victim, and those who may support them, such as family and 

friends. The RJC aims to discuss the offence that has taken place, its impact on those in 

attendance, including the wider community, and how to repair and resolve the issues raised 

through a reparation task that seeks to make amends (O'Connell, Wachtel, & Wachtel, 1999). 

The use of RJC on the IOM with young offenders was developed and mirrored the use of the 

intervention as part of the Referral Order disposal in England and Wales. The Referral Order 

has previously been described as the "the jewel in the crown of the youth justice reforms" 

(Morgan, 2005 in Crawford & Burden, 2005: vii), while others refer to this as "founded on a 

'cherry-picked' eclectic mix of principles and philosophical approaches" (Ball, 2000:211). The 

Referral Order's core values were set out in a Home Office issued government White Paper in 

1997 titled: No More Excuses: A New Approach to Tackling Youth Crime in England and 

Wales, which defined 'restorative principles' and promoted 'Responsibility, Reparation and 

Rehabilitation'; RJ's central tenets (Hakkert, 1998). 

In the IOM, Minority Reprimands were developed around the same time to reduce the number 

of first-time entrants into the CJS and prevent children and young people from obtaining 

unnecessary formal cautions that could impact subsequent employment and educational 

aspirations. This approach recognised that children and young people often act childishly and 

cause problems they do not always interpret as criminal in orientation or intent. The programme 

is based on the following broad principles:  

A minor offence has been committed, that the young person is of previous good character, and 

the offence had a low impact on any victim. The interventions used in these instances, wherever 

possible, would contain a restorative element, i.e., an apology in person through an RJC or via 

letter, compensation or reparation. A Minority Reprimand is a contract signed by the young 

person with the proviso of no subsequent offending within six months from the date of issue, 

resulting in no necessity for the official recording of the matter other than on YJT databases. 

Any breach of the criteria is dealt with via escalation to other disposals through a Final 

Warning.  
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The Final Warning developed and was compulsory, where a young person aged 10-17 pleaded 

guilty to a first-time, low-level offence and was referred to the IOM YJT. According to the 

offence's seriousness and level of engagement from the young offender, the YJT determines 

the Final Warning's length, ranging from several sessions over a specified period but could last 

between 3-12 months. The offence was considered similar to that used in the 1998 sentencing 

framework as the first-tier disposal and was used with first-time offenders whose offence did 

not warrant a custodial sentence (Gailly, 2003; Earle & Newburn, 2001). Conversely, pre-court 

sanctions, which included the Final Warning and a Police Reprimand, could be issued at the 

police's discretion for one or more minor offences. The YJT delegated responsibility from the 

IOM Man Constabulary to review the files of all children or young people who became known 

to the police and then decide what action should be taken. The Final Warning disposal, 

managed by an offending youth officer, would discuss the first-time offence with the young 

offender, agree, and plan interventions to address and prevent further offending. The decision 

of the YJT is final. 

In an Inspection of the IOM YJT by Her Majesty's Inspector of Probation (HMIP, 2009), 

strengths in the Final Warning process were highlighted and included a gatekeeping process, 

which focused on tackling offending-related behaviour at the lowest appropriate level and the 

earliest potential entry into the criminal justice system. This process was structured and 

supported as a consistent approach to deciding the outcomes for children and young people. 

Furthermore, using a locally developed and comprehensive matrix ensures that all relevant 

information is pulled together and then taken into account to determine the most appropriate 

outcome. Once an outcome is determined, the matrix is returned to the originating police 

officer, along with full details of the outcome. Using the matrix was one way that partly adopted 

an RJ element into working with young offenders that addressed their offending behaviour and 

diverted them away from the CJS. 

For young offenders who have offended a second time, they are referred to the courts. A Youth 

Offending Officer must supervise the community orders for children and young people aged 

16. Once children and young people reach their 17th birthday, they are subject to adult sanctions 

and supervision by a Probation Officer. As with the Final Warning scheme, a community order 



 

Page | 17  

 

is issued, and an Asset Risk Assessment3 is completed by the Youth Offending Officer and the 

young offender.  

With many interventions used with young offenders on the IOM, the IOM Youth Offending 

Officer would consider, depending on a risk assessment and consent from both the young 

offender (their family) and the victim's agreement, an RJC intervention. An initial package of 

intervention plans would be identified from the Asset, which may include RJC. The 

intervention package is discussed and agreed upon with the young offender before signing 

(parent/guardian if needed). In the last inspection of the YJT (2009), inspectors were impressed 

with how well the young offenders understood their plans and the suggested intervention 

package. Furthermore, one of the identified strengths of this intervention work was that 

"Constructive interventions had successfully challenged the child or young person to accept 

responsibility for their offending" and that "Sufficient steps were taken to ensure that the child 

or young person fully understood the requirements of the order and the penalties should they 

be breached" (HMIP, 2009:26-27). The aim of this inclusion of all those affected by the offence 

is not only governed by the theoretical principles of RJC, which permits victims to express 

their views and opinions and explain how the offence had affected them and enables offenders 

to take responsibility for their offending behaviour (Earle & Newburn, 2001:4;  Gailly, 2003). 

This approach to the structured RJC intervention provides a platform where both the offender 

and victims (and their supporters) discuss the offence and the desired outcomes, allowing 

young offenders to apologise to their victims. The discussions during and RJC are facilitated 

by the conference chair - a Youth-Offending Officer – who uses a 'script' to guide the RJC. 

While the script's central aim is to ensure that appropriate questions are asked, it is also flexible 

enough to encourage in-depth responses to questions raised during the RJC. The RJC 

Chairperson asks questions but does not actively participate and remains neutral. This approach 

is intentional as one of the aims of the RJC is to ensure that all parties obtain an opportunity to 

explain how an offence has affected them and for the offender to answer any questions the 

victim may have about the offence and how they came to be the victim, for example, were they 

chosen, or simply became a victim of circumstance. The RJC script also allows the offender to 

respond to these questions and prompts and creates an expectation for an apology to be 

provided. The offender, where an apology is provided, agrees with the parties in attendance to 

                                                 
3
 An Asset Risk Assessment identifies both positive and vulnerability factors, including potentially discriminating 

factors or individual needs, that are accurately identified and actively assessed, and suitable arrangements are 

made to minimise their impact. 
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agree and create a restitution agreement that contains some form of restitution activity that 

symbolises affirming their apology and a commitment not to reoffend. Therefore, completing 

this agreed task facilitates resolving and making amends for the offending and the victim's 

suffering.  

Before the RJC takes place, apart from ensuring that both parties are open and willing to attend 

the RJC, the Youth-Offending Officer, first assigned to work with the offender and victim, risk 

assesses the suitability of an RJC. If suitable, the Youth-Offending Officer speaks with both 

parties during pre-arranged meetings to inform them of the structure that the RJC follows and 

what it seeks to achieve. This information permits both parties to think about the responses 

they may provide and mitigate any anxieties.  

The RJC intervention process primarily focused on the victim's views (if in attendance) and a 

platform to construct a restitution agreement. The agreement is then negotiated and approved 

through discussions between all the stakeholders. The Youth Justice Team (YJT) Officer is 

also responsible for ensuring that the restitution activities are proportionate and meaningful for 

the offence committed (Benson, 1996; Crawford & Newburn, 2013). Reparation can be direct 

to the victim in an apology or reasonable payment for the harm caused or through a community 

payback programme (Pamment, 2016). However, if the young offender fails to complete the 

agreed programme of payback activity, further work with the YJT Officer may continue, and 

when the payback task is completed, the offence is considered spent. Therefore, these steps 

reflect the government's aim to divert first-time offenders from the traditional CJS and enable 

the child to reintegrate into the 'law-abiding community' (Lacey, 2012; Home Office 2002:23).  

While RJC, as part of the Referral Order, continued to be used by Young Offending Teams 

(YOTs) in England and Wales and the IOM's disposals, there remained considerable variations 

in the delivery and overall use of RJC as an intervention (Wilcox & Hoyle, 2004:11). The speed 

of implementation and use of RJC resulted in the intervention being called into question, 

undermining its reported strengths and overall success. One of the intervention's significant 

issues was the lack of victim contact and engagement due to an absence of an agreed strategy 

protocol or dedicated resources (staff). In contrast, the IOM Youth Offending Officers were 

credited for explaining the Final Warning and Court process to the young offenders, depending 

on the size of their caseload, impacting the ability to offer and provide all victims and offenders 

with an opportunity to access information relating to the RJC intervention and its use. A report 

by HM Inspectorate of Probation (2009:15) titled: 'Report on Inspection of the Isle of Man 
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Youth Justice Team' noted that: "There were insufficient staff resources to reliably deliver the 

existing workload in the way that it was currently undertaken. Staff were under a high degree 

of pressure. There was no evidence… that resources matched workload.”  

In all instances where the IOM Constabulary had issued Final Warnings for first low-level 

offences and in court-ordered Community Orders, the police officer assigned to the YJT, on 

many occasions, stands in as the community representative. With the success of the RJC used 

with youth offenders in England and Wales, Shapland, Atkinson, Atkinson, Chapman, Dignan, 

Howes and Sorsby (2007:26) found that 85% of victims and 80% of offenders were very or 

quite satisfied with their RJC experience. Similarly, 78% of the offenders and 75% of the 

victims were completely satisfied with the outcome agreements. Furthermore, 67% of the 

offenders and 71% of the victims considered the RJC as very fair, which supports the notion 

that RJC permits offenders to take responsibility for their offending behaviour, the process aids 

in the healing of victims, and there is a successful reintegration of offenders and a reduction in 

reoffending (Shapland et al., 2007: 26; Strang & Braithwaite, 2001). 

Despite the teething problems associated with the initial speed and implementation of RJC, the 

intervention continued to be used throughout the different stages of the CJS on the IOM. 

However, with no research available to substantiate this claim, a full understanding of the 

intervention's strengths remains underdeveloped. With much of the RJC interventions based 

on their use in the UK with adult offenders, this has denied an understanding of the intervention 

and certain elements, such as the role of an apology being central to any RJ intervention, 

particularly with young offenders. Therefore, this thesis provides new knowledge from the 

interpretations of young offenders’ RJC experience on the Isle of Man and explains how they 

construct an apology. Before considering these results and interpretations from the young 

offenders, the next chapter reviews the current research-evidence base of an apology.  

2.4 Defining and understanding an apology 

This chapter analyses how apologies have been defined and understood. This approach includes 

discussing the different types, healing potential, the numerous components of an apology, and 

their role in restorative justice (RJ) and conferencing (RJC) with adult and young offenders. 

While some research has taken place, it highlights a gap in an apology's academic knowledge 

and victim-centred function, neglecting young offenders' subjective views, understandings, and 

constructions. 



 

Page | 20  

 

2.5 Literature research strategy 

The literature review was conducted systematically (Farrington & Jolliffe (2017:1-2). The first 

approach was to search using the university online library's search facility. The databases 

searched included EBSCO, JSTOR and Sage Journals. Due to the large volume of literature 

returned, the initial search was revised. Google Scholar and ProQuest were also selected to 

locate open-access articles for the next search. The search was conducted without specified 

dates to increase the number of high-quality works of literature available. Key search terms 

were generated from discussions with colleagues and doctorate students, and these included: 

"apology", "apology offender", "victims and apology", and "apology theory". The search 

included both national and international research in this field. The search for new literature was 

also conducted regularly throughout the literature review to ensure the inclusion of newly 

emerging data, information and ideas were identified and included (Lewis, 2014). 

For the second part of the literature review on RJC, it was decided that the literature search 

strategy would initially be limited to UK research. Due to the limited number of young 

offenders and RJC studies, the literature review included international reports that provided 

information pertinent to the research questions, aim, and objectives. The literature on RJC was 

also conducted using more specific terms and included: "restorative justice interventions", 

"restorative justice young offenders", "restorative justice adult offenders," and "restorative 

justice conferencing". In addition to this approach, the researcher increased the quality of the 

literature available by reviewing academic books, organisational publications, and grey 

literature. The literature was primarily selected from the university library resources and the 

government's online resources via the internet (gov. UK). The articles and publications selected 

from the possible 28 pieces of literature reviewed are outlined and discussed in the literature 

review. 

2.6 Constructions of apology 

The literature on apology consistently asserts that defining an apology is challenging. Several 

reasons have been identified (Gendreau, 1996; Lipsey, 2000; Schwalbe, Gearing, MacKenzie, 

2012), who attributed to a lack of a sound theory which applies to the act. Slocum, Allan, and 

Allan (2011) note that an apology's different expectations can lead to confusion around this 

act. Meanwhile, others have identified issues relating to the definition and have extended this 

to offering and receiving an apology. Several studies suggest that victims desire an apology 
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and that this can influence whether or not forgiveness is granted to an offender (Armour & 

Umbreit, 2006; Strang, 2002; Witvliet, Worthington, Wade, & Berry, 2002). Therefore, a 

comprehensive apology that promotes dissonance and humility allows offenders to recognise 

past transgressions and respond based on commonalities rather than differences between them 

and the victims which can be achieved through an application of several components (Armour 

& Umbreit, 2006:133; Slocum, Allan, & Allan, 2011; Lazare, 2005; Lewicki & Polin, 2012; 

Lewicki, Polin & Lount, 2016; Schumann, 2014; and Smith, 2005). These 'component' models 

were critically evaluated and reflected that the notion of an apology is sophisticated, flexible, 

and dependent upon the situation to which it is applied. 

2.7 Gaps in the literature 

The literature review emphasises the importance of an offender's apology and restorative 

potential, recognising an identified "gap" in the current RJ theory and practice knowledge. 

Daly (2002:2) similarly explains that this is due to people not understanding the RJ ideals and 

the relationship between them: 

"Unlike interactions with the police in the street or station …-- for which many images 

are available in popular culture -- most people do not have a mental map of what this 

[restorative] justice form looks like, how they are to act in it, nor what the optimal 

result is. And yet, they [victims and offenders] are expected to come into a room, know 

what to say, and be affected by the encounter. A second reason is that restorative justice 

advocates assume that everyone has the requisite skills and desire to participate". 

In considering the constraints, each includes a comparative difficulty of achieving fairness over 

restorativeness, along with the assumed positive effects of the intervention (Daly, 2002:14; 

Blecher, 2011). Moreover, Peck, Leiber, Beaudry-Cyr and Toman (2016) also highlighted that 

the academic literature often neglects offenders' perceptions and favours victim-centred 

research. The literature suggests that the act of an apology is considered both by victims (Fehr 

& Gelfand, 2010) and offenders (Exline, Deshea & Holeman, 2007) as an essential part of the 

RJC process. Nevertheless, an in-depth understanding of why all parties support this claim has 

been ignored. 

This chapter has explored the academic literature and has focused on restorative justice in a 

broader sense which has provide an over of the intervention. The second literature review 

chapter that follows, considers the concept and theories relating to apologies which is the focus 

of this study. 
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CHAPTER 3: Literature Review – Concept and Theories Relating to Apologies 

3.1 Introduction to Apologies 

Chapter 3, the second literature review, focus more on the concept, philosophical and 

theoretical discourses relating to the apologies that may occur during this intervention; the 

focus of this research. Thus far, much of the research and academic literature focussed on those 

who receive apologies and primarily on victims' psychological needs (Lazare, 2005; Lewicki 

& Polin, 2012; Lewicki, Polin & Lount, 2016; Schumann, 2014). Furthermore, RJ's suitability 

is questioned about developmental approaches and a young offender's ability to understand the 

overall RJC process (Suzuki & Wood, 2018). However, one thing recognised in these studies 

is a need for an 'explanation' from the offender to their victim. One such definition, which 

reflects different elements of an apology, is offered by Goffman (1971). Goffman (1971) refers 

to an apology as a gesture achieved by a transgressor 'splitting' themselves into two distinct 

parts. First, offenders must accept responsibility for their offence, which achieves acceptance 

back to their community from those they have transgressed. The second part is where an 

individual dissociates from the offence and explains what has happened yet does not apologise. 

Goffman (1979:113) explains: 

"… expression of embarrassment and chagrin; clarification that one knows what 

conduct had been expected and sympathises with the application of negative sanction; 

verbal rejection, repudiation, and disavowal of the wrong way of behaving along with 

vilification of the self that so behaved; espousal of the right way and an avowal 

henceforth to pursue that course; performance of penance and the volunteering of 

restitution.". 

Lazare (2005:263) presents a simple explanation of an apology and notes that this is an 

encounter between two people, such as an offender and their victim, where an offender 

acknowledges responsibility for the offence they have committed and shows regret and remorse 

to their victim.  

Lazare (2005) notes that where an offender does not acknowledge the offence they have 

committed, whether directly or indirectly, it may result in a relationship between the offender 

and victim not being repaired, leading to a victim being traumatised (Gould, 2005). Lazare 

(2005) notes that defining an apology is simple in this respect of the possible adverse effects 

outlined. However, the process of an apology is somewhat complicated and depends on the 

different types of apology that can be offered.  
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3.2 Theory of apology 

 

The word apology derives from the Greek apo and logos to form apologia, considered a formal 

act or usually a written defence or rebuttal (Slocum, Allan & Allan, 2011). Although there is 

no timeframe in which to determine when an apology was first used, according to Slocum et 

al., (2011), the first documented use of the word apology in the sense that it is used today 

appeared in the English language towards the middle of the 16th century with the first 

publication of the English Dictionary, yet they suggest from their review of scholars from 

different disciplines that the meaning of an apology is still evolving. 

 

While an apology is not a theory per se, it is often viewed as an act that explains wrongful 

behaviour to become acceptable (Slocum et al., 2011). One major study into the role of apology 

suggests that an apology allows victims to perceive an offender’s character more positively 

and, as a result, not want them punished (Slocum et al., 2011: 4; Armour & Umbreit, 2005; 

Worthington & Wade, 1999). Mihai (2013: 200-220 in Beiner, 2013) notes that an apology 

given by an offender is "… an acknowledgement that a wrong has been committed, the 

acceptance of responsibility, a promise of forbearance, expression of regret or remorse and an 

offer repair".  

Similarly, an apology can be viewed as a social ritual of respect and forgiveness, ensuring an 

offender takes responsibility for their offence and expresses remorse (Scheff, 1998; Scher & 

Darley, 1997). Therefore, supporting the use of an apology in the RJ process, this simple 

explanation reinforces offender responsibility and permits forgiveness by the victim, who is 

essential in successfully reintegrating (Robinson & Shapland, 2008). When applied to the 

apology process, the offender's acceptance of responsibility can only be considered adequate 

if it elicits forgiveness (Petrucci, 2002). Therefore, it is possible to comment that an apology is 

positive when an offender accepts responsibility. However, they are equally responsible for the 

harmful act before apologising (Petrucci, 2002). With this view, it could be considered that an 

apology can reduce aggression from a victim towards the offender by lessening anger, which 

may help victims move on from the criminal incident's negative feelings. As harm increased, 

victims felt more strongly that an apology was necessary and that a complex apology was 

required if severe harm had been perpetrated. An apology reduced these aggressive feelings in 

victims and improved their general impressions of offenders (Ohbuchi, Agarie, & Kameda, 

1989).  
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3.2.1 Types of apology 

There are several types of apologies, such as verbal, nonverbal, private, and public (Lazare, 

2005; Scher & Darley, 1996). Their identification has inevitably led to debates about their 

suitability (Scher & Darley, 1996 - the suitability of non-verbal apologies). Certain types of 

nonverbal apology are illustrated by Lazare (2005:70), who provides an example of where a 

lawyer had not delivered a letter to a client on time: "I am late in delivering the document. I 

am shamefaced, and I have just placed the letter in the overnight mail" (Schlenker & Darby, 

1981). To be content with a nonverbal apology, victims need to feel that a transgressor must 

acknowledge their offence and then explicitly express their shame and remorse (Lazare, 2005). 

Private apologies are offered between two individuals and without an external audience. In 

contrast, Lazare (2005) explains that a public apology is a 'broader' apology that includes a 

wider audience and is usually scrutinised by media coverage (Lazare, 2005:30). Bloom (2014), 

on the topic of a public apology, similarly notes that a simple statement is insufficient because 

society has a different relationship with its public figures and institutions. Any relationship 

with them also needs to be repaired when something goes awry. Tavuchis (1991) defines 

several public apologies and distinguishes these between political and organisational. The 

political apology is what Tavuchis refers to as a "One to Many" Apology that can be offered 

by a 'single' political figure or a person in a privileged position for a mistake they may have 

made in the function of their professional role. The "Many to One" apology is when a company 

or organisation comprising many individuals may apologise to individuals or families for the 

mistakes made.  

The organisational apology, for example, can be evidenced in the Stephen Lawrence murder, 

where the Metropolitan Police were criticised in a public inquiry for its failings in their 

investigation. These failings were partly attributed to the 'institutional racism' in the police 

force (Cottle, 2004; Chaney, 2015). The findings from this resulted in the police (the 

'organisation') apologising to the family. The "Many to Many" apology, for example, is 

between two countries or an offender group by a nation. While there is a difference in the 

person or organisation offering an apology, private and public apologies are similar. The public 

and private apologies have a similar structure in that they require the transgressor to 

acknowledge the offence, offer an explanation and express shame and remorse. However, they 

are uniquely different. Lazare (2005) explains that a victim or group quickly identified in a 

private apology must consider the apology sincere to be acceptable. In contrast, a public 
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apology, where a victim may be more challenging to identify, requires "public declarations" 

for them to be considered sincere.  

Despite the differences between various apology types, Lazare (2005) argues that while there 

are rules and advice on apologising, each experience is unique, including that offered in the 

criminal justice system (CJS). Therefore, the literature suggests that while an apology is a 

complex act, it recognises that it can be explained through a straightforward interpretation 

(Choi & Severson, 2009; Lazare, 2005; Teitel, 2006). While few studies have explicitly 

considered interpreting an apology in the CJS, many have concentrated on victims' 

psychological benefits. Therefore, the literature review clarifies an apology's basic act and 

healing potential before turning to the different components of an effective apology. 

3.3 Unravelling an apology 

 

3.3.1 Defining apologies 

Defining an apology is complicated and ranges from those that are simple expressions such as 

"I am sorry" to more complex statements that should be felt through an acknowledgement of 

an offence and see an offender accept responsibility and express remorse through an offer of 

reparation that seeks to make amends to the victim (Lazare, 2005; Cunningham, 1999). 

Tavuchis (1991) similarly goes beyond identifying this as an individual process to the 

relational, recognising an apology as a delicate sequence of events that leads to forgiveness 

and reconciliation. Although recognising the terms varied in complexity, these opinions neglect 

the severity of a transgression. For example, where a transgression has had a low impact, an 

apology should be commensurate and possibly resolved by a simple 'sorry' if deemed 

acceptable by a victim (Bennett & Earwaker, 1994). Therefore, this assumption implies that an 

apology is more complex when a transgression is severe. 

Moreover, reflecting elements of justice and classicism in an apology, through rational and free 

will, is where a transgressor feels and demonstrates guilt and shame for their behaviour, as 

there is a need for a victim to forgive the offender (Scher & Darley, 1996). Finally, a 

transgression is an intentional violation, resulting in victims feeling unequal in society if they 

feel that the transgression was intentional and harmful. Lazare (2005) comments that while 

considering the level of the transgression, the motives to apologise are necessary considering 
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the healing potential of an apology, but these are not standalone features (Chapman & Thomas, 

2008; Engel, 2002).  

3.3.2 Apology and healing 

An apology has healing potential that could rebuild damaged relationships between 

transgressors and their victims despite the latter potentially perceiving this process as 

humiliating or a sign of weakness. Similarly, people may not apologise because this may be 

perceived as a sign of weakness (Bloom, 2014). When applied to an RJC, this could see victims 

and offenders engaging in the intervention for similar but different personal reasons. Overall, 

some have attributed this perceived weakness to an offender's apology and the needs of victims, 

creating a possible power imbalance between the two parties that is evident in victims' need to 

restore their dignity and respect. Therefore, for healing to occur, an offender needs to affirm 

and recognise the wrongful act and commit not to repeat an offence, which raises questions 

around the value of an apology for a second offence and the breaking of an original apology. 

In this instance, affirming shared beliefs may elicit trust and repair relationships. Therefore, 

the affirmation of shared values between victims and offenders can only work if the latter 

recognises that the offence was their fault and victims feel safe instead of powerless and have 

any emotions healed from the transgression (Engel, 2002).  

Contrary to a victim's healing, however, it is claimed that repairing a transgression can be 

achieved through a victim's desire for an offender to receive punishment for the harm caused 

by the offence (Reghr & Gutheil, 2002). Furthermore, the difference in the level of harm caused 

and the motives behind the transgression may affect a victim's ability to forgive regardless of 

the type of apology offered (Bachman & Guerrero, 2006; Lazare, 2005).  Therefore, while this 

study examines the subjective interpretations of young offenders’ apologies in an RJC, 

including whether forgiveness was achieved, it provides a better understanding of the 

participants’ motivations behind any apology they may offer victims. 

3.3.3 Motivations for giving apologies 

In the RJC process, an offender can understand their motives and a victim can address their 

perceived vulnerability and seek restoration of their dignity. While an act of an apology and its 

acceptance by victims have been recognised as a sign of weakness, this may also be perceived 

as an act of forgiveness, and if so, these can be considered inseparable constructs as these may 

be perceived as a moral obligation to the victim which may result in their rejecting it (Bennett 
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& Dewberry, 1994; Corlett, 2006) It is clear that the academic literature highlights that 

repairing of relationships is one motivation for an apology, yet other influences include both 

internal and external motivations (Kim, Dirks, Cooper & Ferin, 2006).  

One of the main internal motivations of an apology has been attributed to the regret of an 

offence following an acknowledgement. Tibbetts (2003:107), for example, comments that this 

tends to "… operationalise shame as the amount of 'guilt' one feels (or would feel) if they were 

to commit a given act". Therefore, this identification of the role of guilt and shame as emotions 

recognises the individual and their behaviour as separate entities, consistent with Braithwaite's 

(1989) 'reintegrative shaming theory' that focuses on the disapproval of the offence as opposed 

to the condemning of the offender. Therefore, emphasising shame, guilt, and other emotions 

appears to be central. It forms part of the apology relationship that this study seeks better to 

understand young offenders’ perceptions of an apology. 

In contrast to the internal motivations, the external would include a desire to maintain a 

personal relationship or achieve conflict resolution. For example, external motivations to 

accept an apology may include a victim changing their perception of the event after new 

information is presented or a commitment from a transgressor that the relationship will be over 

if the apology is rejected (Lazare, 2005; Struthers, Eaton, Santelli, Uchiyama & Shirvani, 

2008). Therefore, offenders who do not apologise or acknowledge an offence are referred to as 

failed or pseudo-apologies (Tavuchis, 1991; Lazare, 2005). Within a correctional-based 

intervention, numerous variables impact whether a victim may receive an apology from an 

offender at any stage, including those assumed in an RJC (Armour & Umbreit, 2006; Bennett, 

2008; Stubbs, 2002). With this in mind, this study seeks to add knowledge to how an apology 

is offered to a victim and some of the motivations and reasons behind the act regarding young 

offenders' experiences of RJC on the IOM. 

While the external and internal motivations of a transgressor and their victim are essential 

elements of an apology, Lazare (2005) suggests that an apology can be explained through one 

or more combinations of components, essential to whether an apology is accepted or rejected. 

Lazare's (2005) work has been the foundation of many psychological and criminological 

studies and has been replicated and tested. However, many studies have used positivist 

(quantitative) methodologies with surrogate victims (Lewicki, Polin & Lount, 2016; 

Schumann, 2014. Conversely, these studies have ignored exploring and explaining offenders’ 

perceptions of an apology with this group. Lazare's (2005) theory of apology, referred to 
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throughout this study, is one of the tested theories and, therefore, needs an explanation of this 

framework that will be explored.  

3.3.4 Developing a theoretical model of an apology 

Smith (2008) suggests this should be viewed and approached as a conceptualised process 

within the context of developing a theoretical model of an apology. Research has suggested 

that an apology is insincere, where any conceptualised component is missing (Lazare, 2005; 

Davis, 2002). Therefore, a sincere apology is where an offender asks for forgiveness following 

the successful inclusion of many components to achieving an 'effective' apology; an offender 

must also commit not to repeat the wrongful act (Smith, 2008).  

Victims, therefore, may perceive an apology's sincerity as a result of a performative act and not 

"a mere instrument for exacting forgiveness", and equally that which needs to satisfy their 

psychological needs and restore their dignity (Blecher, 2011:100; Brooks, 1999). Furthermore, 

depending on the type the apology offered and it being concurrent with the type of 'offence' 

committed, the RJ intervention has been criticised for being limited because, in some crimes, 

such as domestic violence, the offender should not be entitled to offer an apology, especially 

where the apology forms part of a modus operandi to reduce a sentence (Dignan, 2017, Stubbs, 

2007). These actions could be construed as gas lighting, explained in the next section. 

3.4 Gas lighting as a form of manipulation 

 

Facing an offender can be a traumatic experience for many where the victim feels that they are 

living through the experience again. Obtaining an apology from a perpetrator skilled with gas 

lighting techniques is difficult for the YJT and the victim as manipulation is key to their 

survival. The term gaslight originates from the 1944 film Gaslight, starring Ingrid Bergman, in 

which a husband manipulates his wife to the point where she thinks she is going insane. The 

film was based on the 1938 play Gas Light. 

 

According to Tracy (2016), there are numerous methods the perpetrator could use to confuse 

the victim, making them doubt their sanity. These techniques include diverting the 

conversation, trivialising it, pretending they forget what has occurred, and denying there were 

promises made to the victim. According to Tracy (2016), Countering is where the offender will 

vehemently call into question the victim’s memory of what occurred. This behaviour erodes a 

victim’s self-esteem. Enander (2011) describes this behaviour as selfish and a ‘Jekyll and 
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Hyde’ personality defect. Sweet (2019:852) explains, "Gas lighting is fundamentally a social 

phenomenon. Engaging in abusive mental manipulation certainly involves psychological 

dynamics, but scholars have thus far disregarded the social characteristics that give gas 

lighting its power.” Sweet (2019) was particularly interested in the power dynamics of race, 

sexuality, nationality, gender and class against an intimate other. Her research revealed that gas 

lighting techniques damaged a victim’s sense of reality and identity. 

 

3.5 Perspectives in the apology act 

Lazare's (2005) study offers insight into using the different attributes of an apology, although 

others have identified additional components and generated new theories (Lewicki, Polin & 

Lount, 2016; Schumann, 2014; Allan et al., 2014). However, while mostly using surrogate 

victim participants and quantitative results, these studies have denied insights into a young 

offender's subjective understandings, constructions, and functions of an apology (Lewicki, 

Polin & Lount, 2016; Schumann, 2014; Allan et al., 2014). Furthermore, many apology studies 

that have tried to measure its 'effectiveness' have primarily used positivist findings from 

predefined scenarios and surrogate victims (Petrucci, 2017; Banerjee, Bennett & Luke, 2010; 

Dhami, 2012; Lewicki & Polin, 2012; Schumann, 2016). Furthermore, these studies may also 

be criticised as they are primarily based in the United States of America, resulting in a 

deficiency in understanding other cultures' results outside of this geographical location. 

Conversely, these studies have used quantitative methods where the samples have been 

represented with predefined descriptions. Moreover, participants have been asked to comment 

on the most crucial element of an apology received, which has also denied a full understanding 

of how apologies have been constructed or understood by those giving them (Lewicki & Polin, 

2012; Schumann, 2016). As a result, of the discussion around the definition and explanation of 

an apology, the literature review now considers the different components attributed to an 

'effective' apology. Following this, an apology is reviewed with adult and young offenders 

through their RJC experiences and offender change associated with this act.  

The components of a young offender’s apology are achieved through their interpretations, 

perceptions and understandings of this act and examination of their motivations to apologise, 

an important feature this research will explore. With the academic literature on constructing an 

apology through components from a victim’s perspective, it is important to provide the same 

understanding and constructions from a young offender’s perspective in an RJC. Therefore, 
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this study provides insights into these constructions, but in doing so, provides some 

understanding of how young offenders’ apologies may meet the expectations of victim’s 

constructions that the academic literature highlighted and whether these are achieved.  

3.6 The components of an apology 

The literature on an 'effective' apology by Lazare (2005) explains how apologies heal and 

restore self-respect and dignity by affirming shared values. Consistent with the apology healing 

shared values, Pointer (2019:104) notes a similarity with the RJ process provides a degree of 

consistency by following a set structure which fosters social stability and cohesion through the 

reparation of relationships and affirms the shared values that have been violated. Lazare (2005) 

argues that victims need assurance that the transgression was not their fault and seek reparation 

for the harm caused by the offence, which he notes can be achieved through meaningful 

dialogue with an offender.  

While adding to the complexity of an apology, several grounded theory studies have used 

Lazare's (2005) research as a basis for further exploration, which is referred to throughout this 

literature review. Lazare’s (2005) four main components to an apology that facilitate and 

explain why and how people apologise include: Firstly, acknowledging the offence; secondly, 

the explanation; thirdly, the various attitudes and behaviours including remorse, shame, 

humility, sincerity and fourthly, reparations. These four components were considered in this 

study as they formed a basis to explore the young offenders’ interpretation of their apology, 

which, although a central tenant of an RJC, has been neglected and overshadowed by victim-

centred research.  Therefore, this study examines the subjective interpretations of apologies in 

an RJC, providing new knowledge about how they construct an apology, view and understand 

the act, filling the gap between RJC theory and practice.  

3.6.1 Acknowledgement of the offence 

One of the critical components of an apology is that of a transgressor taking Responsibility for 

an Offence, claiming that an apology is unlikely to be achieved without this. However, taking 

responsibility for an offence is not a simple task due to several factors that need to be 

considered: Firstly, the person responsible for the grievance needs to be correctly identified, 

and likewise, the victim should be granted an apology. Secondly, the offending behaviour must 

be explained in detail to the victim. Thirdly, the offender needs to recognise the impact of their 
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behaviour on the victim, and lastly, the offender confirms that the grievance was a violation of 

their society's agreed social and moral norms.  

A particular strength of these factors is that all parties must agree in these areas for an apology 

to be effective. However, that agreement must not be necessarily implicit or verbally stated. In 

correctional work, Lazare's example (2005:50) is consistent in that at an RJC, and an offender 

does not have to explain to their victim that they (the victim) are the offended party. Similarly, 

Slocum Allan and Allan (2011) found a themed 'Action' component that stressed the importance 

of a transgressor considering their behaviour and repairing the harm caused to their victim. 

They suggest that a commitment not to repeat the act could be explained through two categories 

of making amends - reparation and regret. Therefore, an effective apology depends on the 

severity of the consequences of the wrongful act, the wrongdoer's level of responsibility, and 

the perceived wrongfulness of the behaviour.  

Moving back to the expectations of an apology through acknowledging an offence as part of a 

crime repertoire of control, Slocum, Allan, and Allan (2011) considered this in domestic abuse 

relationships. While the study provided valuable insights into the victim's expectations of an 

apology, the research did not appear to factor in the offender's potential coercive behaviours, 

which is consistent with gas lighting where the perpetrator could use techniques that may divert 

the conversation to trivialise it or call into question the victim’s memory of what occurred. Gas 

lighting may continue to form part of the abuse and potentially influence victims' responses. 

Consideration of a gas lighting technique should always be borne in mind in cases of domestic 

abuse. In this instance, it may be that, as Lazare (2005) and Tavuchis (1999) acknowledge that 

even when an offence seems evident to the offender, it is still essential that an exploration of 

the impact of the offence has had on a victim should form part of the apology through a display 

of genuine regret and sorrow and not merely an excuse or justification for wrongdoing. 

With the acknowledgement of an offence that is key to the psychological needs of victims, an 

RJC, where an offender is expected as part of many interventions used with young offenders 

on the IOM, to have admitted guilt in the first instance is contentious as some offenders may 

understandably use a manipulative strategy to avoid a court appearance (as in the traditional 

criminal justice arena) to reduce the likelihood of a more punitive sanction. Interestingly, in 

the Final Warning disposal used in the IOM, young offenders make an informed voluntarist 

decision to participate in the intervention to ensure they benefit from it – supporting 

empowerment, dialogue, negotiation, and agreement between all parties. This voluntarist 
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decision, explored in the data collection, should increase the likelihood of offenders taking 

responsibility for their actions and acknowledging that the victim is not to blame for the offence 

(Smith, 2005:477).  

The literature review suggests that defining an apology is challenging, which some have 

attributed to a lack of sound theory (Slocum, Allan & Allan, 2011).  Engel (2002) and Leape 

(2006), commenting on an apology, noted that it is a conceptualised term with an intro to 

healing. It emerges as remarkably complex concerning the definition of an apology (Blecher, 

2011). While the academic literature debates the act of an apology, and RJC policy raises the 

importance and significance of an apology, there remains a current "gap" between RJ theory 

and practice and the apology in the RJC intervention – so while we know what an apology 

should contain, it is unclear what they [apologies] do. While some research on how victims 

construct an apology, few studies have concerned themselves with offender social 

constructions. This approach would explain how some people may create their understandings 

of the world and the meanings they give to encounters with others, particularly for this study, 

with offenders’ perspectives of the apology during their RJC process. 

Whilst the academic literature notes the importance of acknowledging an offence, where this 

is not achieved, this is considered an incomplete or disingenuous apology which can partly 

depend upon a transgressor’s past experiences, social backgrounds, developmental 

experiences, new relationships, and emotions (Smith, Chen & Harris, 2010). In respect of this 

incomplete scenario, Lazare (2005) suggests that this type of dismissive acknowledgement can 

be relayed by an offender who merely says "I am sorry" without offering any further comment, 

which he claims may be driven by an offender fearing or feeling intimidated by a victim's 

response to the apology offered, or one considered to be an attack on their self-concept 

(Schumann, 2014:91).  

In contrast, a disingenuous apology may be attributed to the offender’s exploitation of their 

victim through a "sympathy-as-apology misnomer" to satisfy them and no more (Smith, 2005; 

477). In this instance, Smith (2005) highlights a difference between an active voice that states, 

"I am sorry I hurt you," to a passive voice that says, "I am sorry you were hurt". In this example, 

it can be assumed that an 'active voice' takes responsibility while the passive does not. Lazare 

(2005:56) also recognises that the use of a passive voice exists in comments such as "it 

happened" or "mistakes were made" and notes that such comments are dismissive in nature and 

tone. Smith's (2005) and Lazare's (2005) contrasting views concerning an intentional (or moral 
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wrong) or accidental apology highlight that further research is required in respect of the 

language used by transgressors.  

While this study does not focus solely on the language used in the young offenders’ apologies, 

this is an essential topic that will be explored in understanding whether an RJC is merely an 

event that provides a platform in which an apology is owed to a victim, but equally that young 

offenders mean what they say, or whether this is merely an expected formality that may be as 

a result of others who may have influenced (a coerced apology) the apology being offered to 

victims. Communication is key with these findings from the academic literature and whether 

the apology focuses on the victim's needs or what a transgressor may offer. This need for an 

effective apology is further supported in Lazare’s (2005) work, which explores the remaining 

parts of an apology by communicating remorse and the related attitudes of forbearance, 

sincerity and honesty, and explanations and reparations the thesis now considers. Finally, with 

acknowledgement of the offence, one of the victim’s components needed to satisfy their 

expectations of an apology, and this study considers whether this is achieved in the current RJC 

practice on the Isle of Man. 

3.6.2 Communicating remorse 

There is often confusion between remorse and regret, partly determined by the language, tone, 

content, and approach that must be appropriately tailored to a transgressor's behaviour and 

commitment to change due to the pain caused by victims. Miller and Miller (2003) explain this 

by failing to adequately acknowledge an offence and the defence strategies, which emphasise 

the importance of avoiding mixing strategies and the need for one opportunity in which an 

appropriate apology is needed to address the right problem. Referring to the number of 

meaningful and sincere apologies, a compulsive apologiser who applies remorse strategies for 

situations that call for expressions of sincere regret may equally result in transgressors 

apologising for harms they did not commit.  

With remorse viewed as an attack on a person's conscience - which relates to a psychological 

experience – a remorseful apology must contain sincere, painful regrets resulting from a 

transgressor's negative experience generated as part of the guilt they feel for a transgression 

committed. When applied to correctional work, these claims emphasise and support that an 

offender who apologises directly to their victim must feel remorse for their actions, but this 

must be articulated in an RJC if forgiveness is achieved (Smith, 2005). While the literature is 



 

Page | 34  

 

limited to the effect of victim-perceived offender remorse, Gold and Weiner (2000) and Daly 

(2001) indicate that remorse is primarily influenced by victims, who then relate this to the 

facilitation of forbearance where an offender is perceived to be less likely to reoffend 

(Tavuchis, 1991). 

Lazare (2005:67), commenting on forbearance, relates this to the payment for the offence 

committed and provides the following example: "I realise that what I did was wrong because 

it violated values I (and others) believe are important. I realise that my action caused harm, I 

feel deep remorse about my behavior, and by never doing this again, I will provide that I am 

not the kind of person who disregards values and wantonly causes harm". Similarly, Schumann 

(2014:90), commenting on forbearance, notes that this can be evidenced through phases from 

a transgressor such as "I'm taking steps to make sure it never happens again".  

While there is no detailed justification for forbearance provided in the academic literature, 

Lazare (2005) creates two distinct forms of forbearance: backwards-facing remorse that 

acknowledges the harm created by an offence and forward-facing forbearance that promises a 

future where offending behaviour is disregarded. Conversely, Braithwaite (1989) highlights 

that remorse shown in an RJC can be evidenced through an expression of shame that must be 

reintegrative. Importantly, Tangney, Stuewig, Mashek and Hastings (2011) identify apology as 

an act determined by a transgressor feeling guilt, not shame. Howell, Turowski and Buro (2012) 

note that an apology cannot be hypothesised to be promoted by feelings of shame as this orients 

the transgressor inwardly.  

3.6.3 Shame, guilt and empathy? 

No research has directly examined apology concerning guilt, shame, and empathy (although, 

for shame, see Kelly & Thorsborne, 2014). However, the studies discussed forthwith allude to 

a distinction between guilt and shame, which are claimed to be relevant to the apology (Howell, 

Turowski & Buro, and 2012:917). Covert, Tangney, Maddux, and Heleno (2003) showed that 

higher guilt and lower shame are associated with interpersonal dilemmas where transgressors 

were aware of their guilty act and promoted positive outcomes. Interestingly, shame can be 

evident in some verbal and nonverbal apologies and is sometimes remorse, or where 

complimentary, it is an emotion created by the failure of a transgressor who has not fulfilled 

their commitment to changing their behaviour. Lazare (2005) also suggests that when remorse 

and shame are absent from an apology, a transgressor may not, dependent on their environment, 
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be able to recognise, express and use appropriate language that reflects shame and regret. 

Lazare (2005:71) comments that a shameless apology can be determined by a transgressor’s 

self-concept and lack of awareness, whereby a transgressor "will neither notice nor care that 

others have been harmed in the process". Slocum, Allan, and Allan (2011) termed a self-

focused apology that concerned the transgressor, including focusing on their needs. Leunissen 

(2014) similarly described the self-focused group as those who do this to avoid the risk of 

humiliation. In contrast, the self-other-focused group claims to recognise the damage they have 

caused to their victim (Allan et al., 2014).  

Adding to the theoretical and practical elements and findings of the existing academic 

literature, Kelly and Thorsborne (2014), in their literature on the psychology of emotion in 

Restorative practices ('RP'), highlight a need to understand both the biological and 

psychological developments of individuals. Subsequently, in their literature, both Kelly and 

Thorsborne (2014) explain how the RJ process generates a transformative process and impacts 

potential outcomes. By permitting the RJ stakeholders to understand these concepts, it provides 

a level of understanding of what may be achieved at different stages of an RJ intervention. 

These achievements and the awareness of the potential emotions experienced may hold the 

ability to change behaviours by reducing shame and harm and creating 'positive affect'.  

While the literature provides knowledge around the theoretical aims of RP – reducing the gap 

between RJ theory and practice – it permits practitioners to understand how and why different 

emotions and behaviour manifest before, during and after an RJ process (Awan, 2014:83-85). 

In addition, when considering the reduction of the negative effect that may result from an RP 

if not conducted thoroughly or inclusive of the exploration of emotion, this evidences what 

they refer to as the ‘positive effect’ for stakeholders. This approach also evidences how the RP 

process has a transformative impact that may result in a reduction of shame and harm for all 

stakeholders through its ability to reintegrate an offender whilst creating a platform where an 

offender may be able to apologise for the offence committed. 

Kelly and Thorsborne's (2014) academic literature focused on effect script psychology (ASP) 

and the potential benefits and positive outcomes for all RJ participants. Focussing in part on 

Temkin’s (1980) theories of emotion, cognitive and personality (see also Leventhal, 1984), 

they argue that the ‘care’ aspect in a person, and the varying levels and feelings relating to a 

‘negative aspects’ of shame, may be triggered during an RP experience evidencing possible 

inclusion of offender shame through rejection by others 
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The notion of shame that results from rejection is what Kelly and Thorsborne (2014) claim may 

range from something that is mildly embarrassing to severely humiliating. Using the work of 

Nathanson (1992), who provides a compass of shame through four reactive behaviours: 

withdrawal, attack others, attack self and avoidance (Kelly & Thorsborne, 2014), the academic 

literature raises several features. For example, it highlights to an RJ practitioner how shame is 

potentially damaging to any of the stakeholders, how it is generated and the emotions that may 

arise during an RP. Recognising the damage that shame can have, it is argued that a restorative 

approach to addressing offending behaviour facilitates and recognises the harm caused to a 

victim and the offender taking responsibility for it. It is also noted that the damaging 

consequences of shame, if it is reintegrative (Braithwaite, 1989), create an opportunity to 

minimise the 'negative effect' of shame and maximise 'positive affects'.  

Kelly and Thorsborne (2014) advocate that any RP needs to “reduce [the] shame experienced 

by an offender to relieve the collective shame felt by everyone” (Awan, 2014, p. 84). When 

considering the relationship between the victim and offender in an RP, however, similar to 

Lazare’s (2005) discussion around the long-term potential of forgiveness, Kelly and 

Thorsborne (2014) note that whilst forgiveness can be an outcome of a transgression during an 

RP, that is not always needed to repair the damage created by an offender. In addition, the 

literature also notes that RP creates a level of healing achieved by communities taking 

responsibility for the harm to achieve healing. 

The relationship between the RJ ritual and the emotions experienced during this intervention 

are equally important and need to consider whether the intervention is a success or otherwise. 

If we take the approach to shame as evidence of an emotional element experienced during a 

restorative intervention, it is necessary to consider the broader outcomes of the ritual. Rossner’s 

(2013) work claims that the entire RJ ritual, including its outcomes, can lead to desistence and 

less crime. Furthermore, Rossner understands the interaction ritual during an RP between the 

stakeholders and notes that this relationship grows, develops, and results in an emotional 

experience that differs during this period. This finding is supported in Rossner’s research 

through findings that came from the motivations of the stakeholders, which developed during 

the RJC, which is claimed as a “turning point'' during the intervention (Rossner, 2013; 71). 

This finding was supported by a claim that a shared understanding and coming together of 

shared emotional exchanges during the intervention results in long-term change because:  
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“the emotional energy gained from the single interaction may be the key to motivating 

a person to engage in further positive interactions that lead to a reduction in 

reoffending”  (Rossner, 2013:36). 

Conflicting with Braithwaite’s (1989) reintegrative shaming theory, Rossner (2019) 

emphasises that emotions experienced during an RP bring the stakeholders together through 

commonalities rather than differences. This suggestion is reflected in the results found in this 

research, where the young offender participants reported emotions as a pivotal or ‘lightbulb 

moment’ that made them realise the wrong they had committed and the want and motivation to 

repair and offer a sincere apology to their victims. Subsequently, this research identified that 

the recognition of providing a genuine apology was also followed by a young offender’s 

commitment to not repeating the offending behaviour.  

The suggestions and findings from Kelly & Thorsborne (2014) and Rossner (2019) have 

indicated that the RJ process is important to all parties. These findings also emphasise the 

significance and focus of an apology (Kelly and Thorsborne 2014) during the RJ. However, 

Rosner (2019) notes that while an apology maybe offered during the ‘turning point’, the 

significance of the apology was present, yet the literature does not focus on the view, 

understanding and how offenders construct this which is the focus of this study. The apology 

that may take place during an RJC as we know form the academic literature is essential to its 

process and may partly result in or at least influence the broader outcomes and success in RP 

and the causes of offending behaviour. Furthermore, Rossner (2019) focuses on a change in 

anger felt by either an offender or victim, if repaired during an RP, is part of an effective RJ 

ritual that may be supported through elements of symbolic reparation – apology, restoration 

and forgiveness that are transformative, which are discussed in the following section. 

3.6.4 The focus of an apology 

A multi-method study published in 2014 by Allan et al. considered the different components 

and positions on a focus continuum based on Slocum, Allan, and Allan's (2011) theory of 

apology. At one end of the focus continuum, those responses showed how wrongdoers focused 

on their own needs (self-focused category), and at the other end, responses indicate that 

wrongdoers are also aware of the needs of wronged parties (self–other focused categories). The 

research considered that the focus of an apology influenced the participants' acceptance and 

perceptions of the offenders' sincerity and degree of sorrow, the victim's needs, and whether 
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the recipient would forgive the transgressor. In addition, the study found that the self-focused 

apology was perceived as significantly more indicative than the self–other-focused apology 

(Allan et al., 2014:180).  

Overall, participants were significantly more likely to perceive the sincere apology as sincerer 

than the self–other focused apology. Moreover, participants perceived the formulation of the 

self–focus as demeaning. These findings, therefore, resulted in the authors highlighting a need 

for further research on apology and forgiveness, which according to Lazare's (2005:67), 

'related attitudes and remorse' includes the humility of a transgressor. A transgressor's humility 

is paramount and linked to acknowledging that one has committed a wrong and expressing 

remorse. Lazare (2005) refers to humility as an awareness that facilitates restoring dignity to 

the offended party and understanding the offender. Interestingly, however, with this in mind, 

it is possible to state that the simplicity of applying empathy towards an offender may be 

questioned due to a victim still perceiving an offender as a bad person through the lack of 

empathy they have demonstrated, ultimately resulting in forgiveness not being achieved. 

Conversely, humility issues - especially in this study – are created through a transgressor 

dismissing the offence during a face-to-face apology that could further insult a victim. An 

apology's healing potential suggests remorse, forbearance, shame, and humility support and 

evidence that the transgressor and their victims have shared values whereby no party has more 

power over another. However, concentrating on victims' needs to receive an apology may place 

an offender in control if they choose not to provide one. In contrast, Petrucci (2002) maintains 

that the offender's responsibility empowers the victim and contributes to the offender's positive 

self-attributions, often seen in the explanation that victims frequently require. 

Explanation of the offence is key to an effective apology, claiming that an apology without 

explanation is perceived as insincere and unsatisfactory (Lazare, 2005; Basford, Offermann & 

Behrend, 2014; Govier & Verwoerd, 2002). Furthermore, Lazare notes that where victims ask, 

"Why did this happen to me?" they could make sense of the offence, and its reasoning may 

reduce hostility towards the offender (Hale, 1987; Silton, Flannelly & Lutjen, 2013). Therefore, 

this brief explanation is consistent with the expectation that a transgressor needs to take 

responsibility for their offence, which helps the victim embrace the transgressor's humility and 

forgiveness. Interestingly, while it is clear that an explanation is essential in an apology process, 

some transgressors may not offer an apology as they do not know what to say or are 

embarrassed. Bloom (2014:3-4) acknowledges that offenders may find "It's probably best not 
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to say anything at all – she'll get over it", which could potentially damage or deny an 

opportunity for any repair of a relationship. In contrast to this, through acknowledging and 

taking responsibility for an offence, whilst a young offender may be unclear how to articulate 

an apology, there has been an emphasis on an outcome agreement being reached by a victim 

and offender by the completion of a reparation task that may either support the commitment to 

the apology that has been offered or affirm that an apology was owed by a young offender who 

was perhaps unable to communicate this effectively -  a symbolic gesture, that emphasis the 

acceptability and fulfilment of an apology. 

Reaffirming an Apology through Reparations can make amends and give satisfaction by 

acknowledging the wrongs caused to the victim, which can vary case-to-case, such as replacing 

an item accidentally, and a person apologising for this assault led to a breakdown in a 

relationship. Reparation can be described and evidenced through an act that seeks to make 

amends as a form of restoration for a transgression in its purest form. However, it is claimed 

that this act should be proportionate to the perceived level of wrong and agreed between the 

offender and victim (Zedner, 1994; Khatchadourian, 2006; Radzik, 2006). Moreover, an 

agreement can be discussed and formulated in different ways, such as through mediation or 

face-to-face meetings (Exline, Deshea, & Holeman, 2007; Scher & Darley, 1996).  

The purpose of a reparation agreement implies that a transgressor will not commit the same 

offence again. However, an offer of reparation is essential to the apology process as it restores 

(restoration) the loss of a victim. Therefore, reparation is a process that evidences and supports 

a willingness to repair a wrong as the offender takes practical responsibility for the damage 

caused by their behaviour (Blecher, 2011). Repair through reparation can involve replacing a 

damaged item, a task that will benefit the community, or (if agreed by the transgressor), 

attendance in a rehabilitation session/s. While Tavuchis (1991:9) recognises that an offence or 

transgression cannot be undone, an apology has the "power to rehabilitate the individual and 

restore social harmony”. As a result, it is safe to presume that where an agreement is not 

reached in an RJC, this could deny an apology's emotional and healing benefits. Therefore, the 

flexibility of repair in RJ, where an offender cannot make amends but is willing to do so, is 

consistent with an apology's requirements, including an offer of reparation (Blecher, 

2011:101). However, an inadequate apology and an offer of reparation may still be considered 

"unqualified" for several reasons. Firstly, if an apology is not delivered face-to-face if it fails 



 

Page | 40  

 

to communicate how much the transgressor had suffered and felt remorse, and thirdly if the 

victim's needs, such as the restoration of dignity, are not achieved (Lazare, 2005:73). 

3.6.4.1 Apology and restoration 

 

Rossner (2013) further explores the idea of anger felt by a stakeholder can provide a ritual 

focus that can lead to a vital but rare symbolic reparation. This claim is evidenced according to 

Rossner in the RJ ritual through an apology-forgiveness transaction is often seen as the 

‘restorative element’ of an RJC Using Bottoms’ definition, where restoration is defined as a 

restoration of prior social relationships in a community, with an understood structural and 

normative framework’ (2003: 93), Rossner (2019) further notes that Tavuchis (1991) and 

Bottoms (2003) suggest that apology can provide restoration, at least in situations where the 

victim and offender share the same ‘understood structural and normative framework’. 

Furthermore, questioning how an apology can work as long as a relationship exists between a 

victim and offender. Rossner (2019) then asks whether it is useful to value restoration because 

failure to do so results in an apology and expressions of remorse potentially becoming less 

important when considering forgiveness. 

 

3.7 Transformative intervention 

 

From the academic literature discussed above, it is notable that the RJC ritual is transformative. 

This view is achieved through the intervention's ability to apply specific components suitable 

to the wrong committed must depend on the victim's needs instead of what a 

transgressor/offender decides is appropriate. While RJC, as previously noted, is primarily used 

to address the needs of victims, it appears that the intervention and the apology process may 

only achieve forgiveness from an offender if the victim decides that their 'needs' have been met. 

 

3.7.1 Apology, Forgiveness and transformation 

 

Interestingly, forgiveness might follow when viewed from an interpersonal or social sharing of 

beliefs between the offender and the transgressed, where a victim relinquishes feelings of hate 

and resentment towards an offender. Similarly, in these scenarios, it is claimed that a victim's 

willingness to forgive – an emotional process – forgoes a claim for restitution. Despite the 

positive effects of an apology on forgiveness in the literature, Struthers et al. (2008) conducted 
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three studies that tested the notion of an apology from a deliberate interpersonal transgression 

and found that saying sorry did not always lead to forgiveness. 

Conversely, these findings appear controversial compared to Lazare's (2005) apology 

application and the forgiveness and healing potential. Struthers et al. (2008) findings also 

appear to contradict the notion that an apology should contain at least one of the components 

outlined above to be effective. However, Lazare’s (2005) literature supports the notion that an 

apology may contain one or more components. Whether an apology does or does not contain 

one of the components when applied to RJ may not naturally lead to forgiveness and 

reintegration of an offender (McCold & Wachtel, 2003; Worthington & Wade, 1999). Lazare 

(2005) notes that the key to an apology must meet the psychological needs of a victim, restore 

their dignity, and permit them to heal before consideration of forgiveness is considered. 

Interestingly, Rossner (2019) refers to the restorative ritual as overcoming anger and the 

transformative energy of forgiveness. It is noted, similar to Lazare (2005), forgiveness can 

promote reparative behaviour and reduce the need for a victim to seek revenge where their 

needs have not been met, or they feel resentment towards the offender after the RJC. This 

finding is not always evident following the intervention. This finding is also noted in the 

academic literature by Braithwaite (2016). Braithwaite (2016) notes that forgiveness in the RJ 

ritual is subtle and may not be verbalised or explicit. Furthermore, he notes that forgiveness 

can be a success if victims can say that the intervention and apology were “good enough for 

me” (Braithwaite, 2016:80) and reflects on a future meeting in the street between the offender 

and victim in the street that may result in them being civil towards one another. Braithwaite's 

second point is that such ‘thin civility’ is part of the civilising impact of restorative justice. 

As noted earlier with the apology theory, the act or offence must explain wrongful behaviour, 

facilitate respect and forgiveness, ensure that an offender takes responsibility for the offence 

and reduces regression from a victim to an offender. In addition, an offender’s apology should 

explicitly express shame and remorse (Lazare, 2005). While these suggestions based on the 

academic literature are important findings, it is still unknown to what extent a transgressor’s 

level of redress must be and whether a simple saying of a heartfelt ‘I am sorry’ is sufficient for 

a victim. Although victims’ constructions of apology evidence that a transgressor’s apology 

must contain emotion to be considered genuine, whether they do or not, it has not been 

previously considered – which is one of the components that this study addresses during 

interviews with the young offenders. Therefore, the consideration of offenders’ emotional 
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responses goes some way toward contributing to this identified gap in current academic 

literature. This question is key where an apology is deemed an emotional, relational process 

that leads to forgiveness and reconciliation of the transgressor (Tavuchis, 1999). 

3.7.2 Emotions: Forgiveness and transformation 

Offering some clarity on the benefits of the RJC and the emotions experienced during an RJC, 

Rossner (2013) argues that there is a need to understand better the micro-level dynamics of the 

interactions that take place during the RJC that will permit clarity to how emotions work in RJ. 

Whilst referring to Braithwaite’s (1989) reintegrative shaming theory, as discussed in this 

thesis, Rossner (2013:22) notes that why shame is essential to RJ theory, there is limited 

discussion of this emotion and how it works. Furthermore, referring to shame reintegration and 

management, where it is noted that there is a focus on unpacking the emotion around shame, 

others have concerned themselves with theories that focus on the procedural aspects 

(procedural justice theory) where the intervention is considered legitimate. This view that an 

RJC is legitimate by both stakeholders is attributed to increased compliance with offenders 

committing to becoming law-abiding citizens (Tyler, 1990; Rossner, 2013:26). In contrast, 

Rossner (2013) notes that whilst emotions are contained in these theories, attributed to RJ 

success, more needs to be understood by the emotions experienced during the RJC through an 

emotional, transformative step that takes place during the intervention. 

Rossner (2013) also evidences how the encounter between the offender and victim on a micro-

level facilitates and organises experienced emotions and interactions. These encounters also 

aid the building of a relationship between the stakeholders. By viewing this approach in her 

work, Rossner (2103:46) develops Collins’s theory of interaction ritual chains (Collins, 2004), 

which notes that these intricate components come together through an “emotional and 

interactional dynamics, working, in this case, to transform a situation of anger and anxiety into 

one marked by displays of solidarity between victim, offender, and family.” 

Commenting on the emotional aspect of an RJC, it is noted that these can be evidenced through 

an emotional turning point. These emotional turning points take several steps to focus on 

repairing harm, the balance between the stakeholders, and bringing together an emotional 

balance met through a notion of solidarity and symbolic reparation. While emotion is essential 

in the apology process, as argued by Lazare (2005), this is also acknowledged that an apology 

that contains emotions is a psychological need of victims to aid their healing   
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Furthermore, emotions expressed during an RJC, if Lazare's (2005) apology framework 

correctly ascertains a victim’s needs, also supports a possible turning point that may be evident 

in an RJC.  Regarding the motivations that occur during an RJC, Rossner (2013) argues that 

motivations do not determine whether an RJC is successful. Contrary to this suggestion, 

Rossner (2103:71) argues that the taking of elements of a successful interaction ritual through 

a facilitator who creates and leads a rhythmic dialogue ensures a balance of power and status, 

and an identified turning point can lead to solidarity between stakeholders and a transformative 

change through the a reduction on reoffending. 

In summary, Rossner (2013; 2019) provides insight into the elements or workings of RJ theory 

that apply to RJC, which assists in an explanation between theory and practice. In this model, 

Rossner (2013), focusing on an RJ interactional theory, notes that a conference starts with 

stigmatisation and defiance, at which point a victim and offender meet in an RJC setting, 

evidence of a build-up of intensity, privacy, balance and rhythm between stakeholders which 

signify turning points in the intervention and RJ process. These developments thought the 

restorative intervention might lead to reintegration, solidarity between the stakeholders, and 

short-term emotional energy through a commitment that holds symbolic representation. 

Emotional energy also has a long-term impact on reduced reoffending, leading to the long-term 

ability to reflect on and seek out further interaction rituals that permit the exploration of theory 

from identified turning points discussed above. These steps in Rossner's (2013) full model of 

RJ interaction theory further evidence of the transformative nature, particularly for this research 

that an RJC process contains. 

Conversely, while the long-term impact of the interaction ritual is evident in Lazare's (2005) 

academic literature, it is also recognised that forgiveness is something that may not be evident 

immediately even when the RJ ritual and a genuine apology is offered to victims as we noted 

previously, Lazare (2005) notes that forgiveness of a transgressor may never take place or may 

never be known by the transgressor. 

Forgiveness and the Juristic Apology are nothing more than legal terms that exclude 

restorativeness, such as an explanation to the victims who have been wronged and pledging an 

offender not to repeat the behaviour. While an apology has a place in the criminal justice 

system, it should only feature in RJ practice, consistent with Gavrielides's (2018) debate around 

the contention when defining RJ. In contrast, others suggest that an apology should not 

determine or influence sentencing. Conversely, Dignan (2017) states that an apology can be 
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offered in the criminal justice system post-intervention while not advocating that an apology is 

an alternative to punishment. Therefore, placing RJ practices post-conviction allows an 

offender to apologise first to the state (a vertical apology) and secondly to the direct victim (a 

horizontal apology). The two stages are what Shapland (2016) refers to as a 'triadic 

communication' between the state, the offender, and the victim, which Dignan (2017) claims 

is equally important at both stages to facilitate RJ. The horizontal apology is an apology offered 

by an offender to their victim and is where forgiveness may occur. 

Similarly, the vertical apology to the state, bounded by the offence, cannot grant forgiveness 

which conflicts with the RJ process. Supporting the horizontal apology is crucial to the RJC as 

this intervention provides a platform for an authentic apology, and forgiveness and 

reconciliation may be achieved (Johnstone, 2002). However, where an apology is offered to a 

victim, this is not always followed by forgiveness, resulting in an offender having a better 

understanding of the harm they have caused, society accepting this, and the offender 

reintegrating into their community (Johnstone, 2002). In summary, Dignan (2017: 127) argues 

that an apology is not a means to a set end –forgiveness. Thus, while horizontal and vertical 

are essential to an apology integrated into the traditional CJS, it does not necessarily link to 

forgiveness which has an independent role. Dignan (2017:127) concludes, "The concept of an 

apology – not necessarily the act of giving it – is essential to the RJ process, but forgiveness is 

not.” 

Interestingly, no previous research has been conducted on the Isle of Man with young offenders 

regarding an apology in an RJC, which is needed to improve knowledge and practice (Hemsley-

Brown & Sharp, 2003). This research will provide facilitators with the significance of an 

apology and increase the likelihood of this act being included in practice. This approach would 

enhance the importance and significance of an apology during an RJC and provide a platform 

for improving delivery and raising the facilitators' standards to recognise practice demands and 

the intervention's theoretical aims. Furthermore, this approach may help the young offender 

benefit from the theory attributed to the RJC intervention, such as forgiveness and successful 

reintegration (Braithwaite & Mugford, 1998) and reducing reoffending (Hayes, 2005; Hayes 

& Daly, 2004). As forgiveness is not a current component of an apology, this research will 

consider what role, if any, being forgiven is motivated by the young offenders. While we know 

that victims very much determine this, if a young offender’s motivation to apologise is not 

achieved due to an RJC, this could potentially impact positive behaviour change in offenders. 
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Furthermore, the literature reviewed thus far has concentrated on the components of an apology 

from a psychological stance and the associated benefits of surrogate victims. However, while 

some of the components apply to an RJC, these do not relate specifically to RJC or provide 

insight into the role of an apology from the subjective views of young offenders, which is now 

considered.  Before doing so, a general caveat is highlighted; while the literature provides some 

insight, as mentioned previously, the results from the literature examined are primarily 

positivist and thus deny any in-depth understanding of the apology in an RJ process. Similarly, 

the literature review has highlighted that an 'effective' apology for victims consists of offenders 

acknowledging an offence, expressing remorse and humility, and reparation raises several 

questions that this research aims to address or add to existing knowledge. Firstly, do young 

offenders understand an apology and why victims may want one? Secondly, do offenders 

always offer an apology to their victims in an RJC? Thirdly, can young offenders provide a 

genuine apology, or are they simply gas lighting? Lastly, does an apology facilitate offender 

change by encouraging and positively impacting and encouraging a reduction in reoffending? 

This research aims to address this knowledge gap using qualitative observations and semi-

structured interviews. Therefore, these methods provide the research with the following aim - 

To explore young offenders' interpretations of the nature and understanding of an apology 

during their Restorative Justice Conference.  

3.8 Adult offenders Restorative Justice Conferencing  

While the "gap" is further claimed by Peck, Leiber, Beaudry-Cyr and Tomry (2016), who 

suggest that the literature neglects offenders and favours victim-centred research, these have 

primarily focused on the psychological needs of victims. Lazare's (2005) two-way exchange 

apology is from an offender's perspective. While there is a plethora of literature around apology 

and victims' psychological needs, this is lacking in correctional research (Lazare, 2005; 

Lewicki & Polin, 2012; Lewicki, Polin & Lount, 2016; Schumann, 2014; Slocum, Allan & 

Allan, 2011). However, one such finding from the limited correctional literature recognises a 

link between an RJC process and its outcome through offender change (Maxwell & Morris, 

1993; Palk, Hayes & Prenzler, 1998; Shapland et al. al., 2007). 

Offender change was evidenced in a study by Shapland et al. (2007), who interviewed 152 

adult offenders who had experienced an RJC within London (the Justice Review Consortium). 

The study explores offenders' perceptions of the intervention, including their restitution or 

outcome agreement views. Overall, offenders who were generally satisfied with the RJC 
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process were also likely to be satisfied with the outcome agreement - evidencing a link between 

the RJC process and outcome. Furthermore, when asked how fair the process was for them, it 

was found that 85 per cent of the victims and 80 per cent of the offenders were very or quite 

satisfied with the JRC conference (Shapland et al., 2007:36). Moreover, concerning the 

outcome agreement, 12% of the victims and 10% of the offenders thought it was fair (Shapland 

et al., 2007:3).  

Shapland et al. (2007) research, while offering valuable insights into RJC, needs to be 

cautiously approached. The research participants were aware of the follow-up study, which 

may have influenced the intervention delivery, and thus, there may have been potential research 

bias in the provision of socially acceptable responses (Robson, 2002:233; King & King  & 

Brunner, 2000:81). The dialogue between an offender and the victim, which includes an 

apology, returned encouraging results - 20% of the offenders believed apologising to their 

victim was important, and 14% reported explaining their offending behaviour was essential. 

When asked to what extent the offender thought the RJC had made them realise the harm they 

had caused by their offence, 57% felt they understood this, and 26% indicated to some extent 

(Shapland et al., 2007:37).  

Furthermore, 10% of those interviewed reported that having the opportunity to meet face-to-

face with their victim was positive. Conversely, Shapland et al. (2007), relying on responses 

from 73% of the offender participants, reported that the main difficulty was coming face-to-

face with the victim in the same room, with a further 10% feeling nervous before the RJC. 

While these results provide insight into the importance of an apology, they do not explore the 

offender's subjective understandings, constructions, and the functions they perceived as crucial 

to this act. While providing valuable data, these findings raise questions about the pre-RJC 

information offered to all participants to prepare them for the intervention, including the 

significance and meaning of an apology being offered to a victim (Strang & Sherman, 2003; 

Stubbs, 2007). 

The information provided to the intended participants was essential to making an informed 

decision to participate in the intervention and ensured all stakeholders' voluntariness in the RJC 

process.  Moreover, consent is paramount to the RJC process as it encourages compliance and 

increases the offenders' likelihood (and victims) of benefitting from the intervention. The 

increase in reported benefits of the intervention should ensure that a genuine apology is 

provided, remorse and empathy for victims are achieved, reintegration of the young offender 
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and a reduction in recidivism is encouraged, and the promotion of all stakeholders to heal 

(Consedine, 1995; Sullivan & Tifft, 2001). 

3.9 Young offenders and Restorative Justice Conferencing  

In 1998, Palk, Hayes and Prenzler (1998) used 454 RJC participants’ surveys immediately 

following their intervention experience. 76 RJC were completed across two sites, and data was 

received from 116 young people, 149 parents/caregivers, 90 victims, 63 victim supporters and 

36 police (Palk, Hayes & Prenzler, 1998:144). While the research was one of the first to review 

the use of RJC, it did not provide 'rich data' that offered an overall understanding of all those 

engaged in the process. Accordingly, while this provides useful positivist data, it does not allow 

the reader to understand the full benefits of certain aspects of the intervention, including the 

apology, forgiveness and rehabilitation and their effect on reoffending. The same research 

showed that young offenders were extremely positive about RJC. Of the entire sample (n=113), 

98.2% reported that they believed the RJC was 'fair', with only two (1.8%) saying that they 

disagreed with the question (Palk, Hayes & Prenzler, 1998:145). Participants were asked to 

view a verbal apology as an essential part of the RJC process.  The young offenders (providing 

this to their victims) and victims reported that 89.7% of RJCs involved a verbal apology. 

Furthermore, 34.2% included a commitment not to re-offend, 23.9% involved direct financial 

restitution, 17.9% required voluntary work for the victim, and 36.8% involved community 

work. While it is fair to say the results offer some explanation for the apology's role in an RJC, 

it has to be remembered that this study did not provide information relating to offender change 

due to the intervention. 

3.10 Restorative Justice and Offender Change 

While many studies on criminal justice interventions and their impact on recidivism, research 

returns inconsistent results regarding their crime prevention potential. According to Shapland 

et al. (2008), a principal aim for RJ schemes was that those who received an RJC intervention 

should be reconvicted less often than those who did not. However, reconviction studies have 

to be treated with caution. For example, if an RJC intervention evidences a reduction in 

reoffending, "… then it would be unique in that regard and, thereby, destined to become the 

greatest discovery in criminal justice history with implications well beyond criminal justice" 

(McCold, 2006). Strang et al. (1999) claim that an RJC reduces reoffending, whereas, in 

quantitative research, this was primarily influenced by offender characteristics, developmental, 
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cognitive or environmental impediments (Suzuki & Wood, 2018:3-18; Hayes & Daly 2003). 

Shapland et al. (2008) found that those who did not offend post-RJC reported that the 

intervention had influenced this decision due to the positive experience of meeting their victim 

and hearing their stories.  

Hayes and Daly (2003) concluded that reoffending was less likely when young people were 

observed as remorseful in RJC when decisions in the restitution agreement phase were 

consensual. Maxwell, Kingi, Robertson, Morris and Cunningham (2004) also found that young 

people in New Zealand were less likely to reoffend when they were remorseful, when the RJC 

agreement was perceived as fair and when they could explain what happened. Similarly, 

Shapland et al. (2008) found that offenders reported apologising to their victims was a 

contributory and positive part of the RJC process. Although limited in respect to why they 

thought this, 63% of the offenders felt that the RJC had very much influenced the likelihood of 

not reoffending, and 16% claimed this was the case. Thus, while limited, Shapland et al. (2008) 

research results provide valuable insights into the role of an apology in an RJC and highlight 

that the offenders wish to apologise to their victims. 

3.11 Literature summary and contribution of this research 

Some quantitative studies have provided insight into RJC experiences. However, these are 

limited due to the choice of research methodology and thus do not offer in-depth explanations 

from participants for their responses, including insight into the notion of forgiveness and 

rehabilitation of young offenders. Therefore, the lack of literature denies in-depth subjective 

views of young offenders' understandings, functions, and constructions of an RJC primarily 

used in the Minority Reprimand, Final Warning and Court process on the IOM, which this 

study will do. Because of the 'gap' in knowledge and how an apology is understood by young 

offenders who have experienced an RJC, this study aims to provide new and exciting insights 

into this otherwise neglected participant group. 

Furthermore, this research will shed light on differences between the act of an apology, RJC 

theory, and what happens in practice through participatory means. Three main objectives 

underpinning this research have been drawn from the existing literature. Firstly, this research 

will increase the current knowledge about young offenders’ apologies in the RJC process, 

including offender change. Secondly, to offer new insights that will inform good practice and, 
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thirdly, promote the deeper involvement of RJC facilitators to ensure an appropriate apology 

is permitted and captured in an RJC practice. 
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CHAPTER 4: Methodology 

This research intended to gain knowledge from young offender participants regarding a 

previously unexplored area. Furthermore, this will promote and provide a platform to further 

the debate around RJC practice and an awareness of the apology process and its benefits for 

young offenders, which will improve practice (Hemsley-Brown & Sharp, 2003). Moreover, the 

results will add to the knowledge around the role of a young offender’s understanding of an 

apology and be transferable to other RJCs whether used in a criminal justice setting or 

otherwise. Additionally, while young offenders are currently underrepresented in research, this 

study uses a qualitative methodology and methods that provide participants with a voice. 

Therefore, this thesis's timeliness is relevant and appropriate to both practice and knowledge 

as it provides rich data for those seeking to understand the role of an apology in RJC practice 

with young offenders. Therefore, this chapter examines and explains the research methodology 

and data collection methods used in this research. 

This chapter also describes the theoretical and epistemological approaches and the rationale for 

utilising an interpretivist paradigm before explaining the researcher’s positionality as a 

researcher-practitioner technique employed within this research. It then aims to provide a 

rationale for the methodological approach and outline the research considerations. 

Furthermore, the chapter outlines the qualitative research methodology and presents a synopsis 

of the pilot study undertaken before this project as part of the wider research agenda before 

discussing some of the ethical issues relevant to the research and how these were addressed. 

Finally, the chapter outlines and justifies the research data collection methods and how they 

were used in the research process and explains the steps taken during the research analysis. 

The research aims to promote and provide a platform to further debates around RJC practice 

and an awareness of the apology process and its benefits for young offenders, which will 

improve practice (Hemsley-Brown & Sharp, 2003). Moreover, the results will add to the 

knowledge around the role of a young offender's understanding of an apology and be 

transferrable to other RJCs whether used in a criminal justice setting or otherwise. Additionally, 

while young offenders are currently underrepresented in RJ research, this qualitative study 

provides the participants with a voice where research has tended to focus on the needs of 

victims and their view of an apology which has resulted in few studies that have focused on 

the same young offenders and how they view and understanding.   



 

Page | 51  

 

4.1 Philosophical and theoretical considerations 

The study focused on the young offenders’ subjective views, understandings, and constructions 

of an apology in the RJC, which resulted in a need for an in-depth interpretation of the sample’s 

views and opinions. Subjectivity is based on personal opinions, not facts, so these apologies 

must be unpacked and assessed to maintain validity. Similarly, in seeking an understanding 

and explanation of the responses, the study’s ontology (social reality) and epistemology, or the 

concept of reality, were addressed through an interpretivist approach to discover the underlying 

meaning behind the research participants’ responses.  

Research philosophy is where a subject (i.e. criminology) can be placed on a continuum with 

the discipline at one end, which has an academic approach to explaining and predicting 

phenomena (Carson, Gilmore, Perry & Gronhaug, 2001). At the other end of the continuum, 

the practitioner-researcher approach emphasises describing and understanding a phenomenon. 

Therefore, the research questions and the study's aim supported a research philosophy from an 

in-depth understanding of the research sample. By nature, interpretivism permits the 

interpretation of some aspects of the study and considers the young offenders’ socially 

constructed knowledge gained through subjectivity (Holden & Lynch, 2004; Sandelowski, 

1995).  

Therefore, I adopted an interpretive approach in my research to provide information regarding 

the young offenders’ reality through their social constructions and shared meaning (Burr, 2015; 

Myers & Avison, 2002). My approach adopted a philosophical position of idealism, whereas 

as a social actor, I recognised that there is not a ‘one size fits all response to understanding an 

apology but a difference of meaning gained from each participant. Carson et al. (2001:6) 

outlined some clear distinctions relevant and responsive to the research's positionality, the 

knowledge developed, and the research setting's context, which could be explained through the 

philosophical, epistemological, and methodological approaches apply all research. I knew that 

when adopting an interpretivist approach, it would be important to keep a distance between the 

participants and me. Through interpretivism, I would need to ensure that although I sought a 

connection between responses by understanding and interpreting meanings, I would not 

generalise and predict causes and effects (Hudson & Ozanne, 1988). At the same time, I had 

identified that little research focused on the subjective views of the role of an apology from 

young offenders. Non-participatory observations and semi-structured interviews were acquired 

from two sets of young offenders who participated in the study.  
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The first set of participants were first-time low-risk offenders observed during their first RJC, 

and the second group were those who had previously taken part in an RJC and were interviewed 

about their experiences, including the apology they may, or may not, have offered during this 

intervention. Atkins (1984) notes the importance of a practitioner-researcher (or insider) 

approaching a topic without assumptions. Therefore, the journal entries used to record the RJC 

observations chronicled what was witnessed at that moment instead of being guided by a 

predetermined set of behaviours – body language or spoken responses – that I might have 

expected to see during the observed RJCs. The interviews I used were constantly reviewed and 

developed to generate and encourage participants to explain their responses. The responses 

provided by the participants were reflective of the epistemological assumption that knowledge 

of the world is constituted through a person’s lived experience, which Carson et al. (2001) refer 

to this as the ‘theory of truth’. 

Noting the subjective nature of interpretivism and the potential bias that I may have as a 

qualitative researcher in separating myself from the data to maintain objectivity and to support 

research validity (Carson et al., 2001:6), I took the following steps once the data were collected 

from the observations and the interviews. Firstly, I reviewed the data several weeks apart to 

see if there was consistency in my interpretations from the two reviews. Secondly, the 

participants reviewed the data to see if my interpretations reflected what I felt I had witnessed 

during the observations and their answers to the questions at the interview stage. This step for 

acquiring the interview data clarified the questions and their meaning and provided further 

definitions. Furthermore, their interview responses were often clarified to ensure they reflected 

what I understood by these answers. Thirdly, the responses they provided were verified through 

more than one data source - both observations and semi-structured interviews to support the 

interpretations and enhance confidence in the data's findings to support its legitimacy. Finally, 

while legitimacy is fundamental in any research, I reviewed the findings a second time to 

analyse my conclusions and reduce bias. Whilst some claim an interpretivist approach is not 

generalizable, reliable, and representative (Onwuegbuzie & Daniel, 2003), the steps noted 

above provided an accurate and honest in-depth analysis of the data collected (Leitch, Hill & 

Harrison, 2010). 

4.2 Role of a practitioner-researcher 

As an insider practitioner-researcher, being a trained RJC facilitator meant I have benefitted 

from a first-hand understanding of the intervention, its practice, and its theoretical 
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underpinnings. Regarding positionality, I was also at the data collection point, an outside 

researcher removed from the team; I usually worked alongside and had direct contact with the 

proposed research sample. Therefore, my position during the research was that of a policy 

executive and required me to write policies that included identifying new intervention 

strategies that sought to divert young people from the CJS by addressing a criminogenic risk 

at the earliest opportunity. As an inside practitioner-researcher undertaking the professional 

doctorate, there is an expectation that any findings may be used to develop future practice, so 

I felt it important to ensure I accurately reported the respondents' findings, despite this possibly 

raising some ethical and moral dilemmas around practice that may have needed addressing. 

While research bias is possible, I did not set out any preconceived ideas about the data I would 

collect. I also decided to use method triangulation and thematic analysis and constantly review 

and reflect on my practice to increase validity and reliability and explain my research. As an 

insider practitioner-researcher, I used my experience of reflective practice to learn, which was 

supported and discussed with my supervisor and peers constantly throughout the research and 

was recorded in a research diary to help explore my thoughts, feelings, and beliefs and how 

these could impact research – these discussions were entered onto the university’s Skills Forge 

database and are used in the reflective journal section4 (see Appendix 08). Therefore, I 

committed to reducing bias in my research and remaining dedicated to reflective practice, and 

I remained focused on providing open, honest and authentic data from the participants’ 

understandings, views and constructions of the role of an apology in RJC on the Isle of Man. 

4.3 Qualitative approach 

A qualitative research approach was chosen as it aims at getting below the surface and focusing 

on the “what" and “how” questions (Long & Godfrey 2004:183; Fitzpatrick & Boulton, 1994). 

With this desire to fully explore the young offenders’ responses and truly get below the surface 

of their subjective interpretations of an apology within RJC on the IOM, my research 

observation journal notes considered: What did the young participants say? What were their 

expressions? How did they react to certain responses? Questions were asked for the interviews: 

How do young offenders interpret, understand and view an apology? What are young 

offenders’ motivations to apologise to their victims? How do emotions and feelings influence 

a young offender’s apology? How do young offenders construct an apology in the RJC 

intervention? A qualitative methodology and data-collection methods could only explain the 

                                                 
4
 The Reflective Skills Forge entries are examples which provide a ‘snapshot’ of my research journey. 
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subjective understanding and constructions in-depth. These would generate responses relevant 

to my research questions, aims, and objectives (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). Having the 

advantage of using triangulation through the use of existing research evidence from academic 

literature, observations, and semi-structured interviews in the qualitative research design 

allowed me to form research questions that were suitable to the research and which would add 

to “the ‘trustworthiness’ of [the] observations, interpretations, and generalisations” of the data 

collected and support both sets of data findings for similarities or differences between the two 

data sets (Mishler, 1990:419). 

4.4 Consideration of other methods 

I chose a qualitative approach for my studies as this enabled me to explore young people’s 

interpretations which a quantitative approach using ordinal value data would not permit. 

Furthermore, my position and theoretical approach recognised the importance of young 

people’s voices and their ability to construct their social world, so qualitative methods were 

ideal. Furthermore, due to the epistemological approach, I recognised young people as 

individuals, so I included them in the research design as I envisaged the participants would 

shape best practices used with young people. Therefore, to ensure young people's views on the 

study’s design, this was partly achieved using a small-scale pilot study before this research 

commenced. 

4.5 Pilot study 

The pilot study was on the perceptions of young offenders’ experiences of the entire RJC 

process. The sample consisted of eight participants and used a single research method of semi-

structured interviews and two observations of RJC with young offenders. This study assessed 

its applicability for a larger-scale study by ensuring that the proposed observations and semi-

structured interview process proposed in this study could be best achieved. Furthermore, the 

pilot study ensured that the young participants were adequately recruited and relevant to the 

research questions and aims.  Initially, I did all of the research processes myself, such as 

sending out the information sheets and consent forms to the intended participants. This 

approach was time-consuming; for example, it took five weeks to engage the small sample of 

eight participants for the interviews, and the recording of the information from the two 

observations resulted in some of the data captured being long and irrelevant. Completing these 

steps, I was conscious of the potential research bias. Those recruited included participants who 
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initially conducted the RJC and thought they would be more likely to participate in the pilot 

study as a professional relationship had previously been established. However, to minimise 

research bias and the time it took to recruit the participants for the pilot study, I decided to use 

a gatekeeper resource from the youth justice team for this research to recruit participants, which 

is explained further in the Ethics section below. 

I conducted additional observation and interview methods training to make the research process 

more manageable. As a result of the training received during the pilot study, I explained the 

observation schedule and my interview questions to research participants before being used in 

the actual research.  Some of the questions were adapted as they appeared confusing to the 

young people; I simplified the questions and their structure to ensure they could be understood 

(and tested again). For the observations, a simplified guide focused on certain aspects of the 

RJC instead of writing notes that were irrelevant to the study’s questions, aim, and objectives.  

The pilot study results were presented to my academic peers and fellow students in the 

professional doctorate cohort. This presentation was to experience a small-scale research 

project and highlight some potential ‘issues’ I faced when conducting the pilot study and how 

I could avoid the same when developing this research. This presentation also required me to 

justify my research questions, aim and objectives, the research methodology, the data collection 

methods used and present the data.  

From this presentation, while it was agreed that my interpretive approach was suitable, there 

were concerns about reporting on reoffending. This approach was also suggested in the 

university’s Ethics Committee’s feedback, which had concerns surrounding disclosures by the 

young participants, which may have been related to the offences committed and had yet to 

appear in court. The pilot study's findings also formed part of the negotiating process between 

the host organisation and me, whereby they would support and grant permission for this 

research to commence once ethical approval had been gained and evidenced to them. Overall, 

the feedback and reflection assisted with the planning stages, reinforced the methodology and 

data collection methods used and saved time preparing and recruiting the sample. But, more 

importantly, this provided peace of mind by ensuring that all aspects of my research were 

ethically compliant and suitable when conducting a study that focussed on the subjective 

understanding, views, and constructs of an apology's role in the RJC process on the Isle of 

Man, which was exciting as no previous study had been conducted.  
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4.6 Ethical considerations  

As with any research that includes working with people, especially vulnerable groups, there is 

a legal requirement to ensure that any research is ethically compliant and does not cause harm 

to the intended participants. All concerns around ethics were fulfilled through an Ethics 

Application process and feedback that ensured ethical compliance – my application gained 

ethical approval (ref: FHSS 2018-044).  Besides the taught phase of the doctorate, I also 

completed a further ethics course5 to satisfy my research concerns with vulnerable groups. With 

the standards noted, a summary of some key ethical issues and the steps I took to address these 

are presented in Table 4.1 below. 

Table 4.1 Summary of key ethical issues and safeguards adopted. 

Ethical issue Safeguards 

Harm to participants  All participants and their parents/guardians sent an introductory letter and information 

sheet. In addition, details of the study's sensitive nature were outlined, and contact details 

of the researcher, supervisor, and the head of the Institute of Criminal Justice Studies 

(ICJS) were also provided. 

Informed consent An introductory letter, information sheet, and consent/assent forms detailing the study's 

choice to participate voluntarily were also provided to the intended participants and their 

parents/guardians6. For those aged 16 years +, verbal consent was taken before each 

interview, and for those under the age of 16, both consent and assent forms were obtained 

in a hard format signed by both the parent/guardian and the participant – (see NSPCC 

Research Ethics Committee Guidance (NSPCC, 2020). Information sheets and consent 

forms were also sent to the participants and their parents/guardians, explaining why I 

would be observing the RJCs and what I would be reporting. 

Anonymity No participants were named in the study. Further, details that could potentially identify 

any participant were excluded, and pseudonyms were also used. In addition, case IDs 

were assigned to participants. Further, data was stored and protected according to the 

GDPR under the relevant Data Protection Acts. 

Confidentiality and 

disclosure 

Confidentiality was in line with the relevant statutory requirements, and all participants 

and their parents/guardians were informed of this in the information sheet and consent 

forms. In addition, all participants and their parents/guardians were also made aware of 

the protocols relating to disclosure. 

Transparency is essential in any research, and this study did not use deceptive research 

methods. Transparency was also achieved when I constructed and provided each participant 

(and parent/guardian) with consent (and assent) forms and information sheets which fully 

informed and provided them with the research questions, aim and objectives, and all other 

pertinent information relevant to this study (see Appendix 06 & 07). Informed consent (from 

the parent/guardian) and assent were gained from all participants under the age of 16, and 

                                                 
5
 The University of Leicester: Title: People Studying People: Research Ethics in Society – Future Learn Online 

(2018) 
6
 Where the participant was under the age of 16 years, an assent form would be signed by them and a consent 

form by the parent. 
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verbal consent was taken at the interviews by those aged 16 (or above) who were deemed able 

to provide this. All the forms were agreed upon by the Ethics Committee and featured the 

university logo and contact details for the Institute of Criminal Justice Studies head, my 

supervisor, and me.  

Despite the information and consent forms being provided before the study, I also revisited the 

forms to ensure that the participants understood the information at the beginning of each 

observation and interview. I also invited questions from the participants again before the 

observations and interviews commenced. I explained my intention to publish my research in 

journal articles to each participant. I felt that outlining confidentiality and anonymity would 

permit the participants greater freedom to accurately express responses to my questions, 

resulting in more reliable and accurate data collected by encouraging honest discussion. The 

information sheet also explained how the research data would be anonymised and 

confidentiality upheld (unless a disclosure had been made). Moreover, a unique reference 

number was used in this research results and discussion chapters to reduce the possibility of 

identifying participants. The original observation journals, interview data, and consent forms 

were kept securely and password-protected to ensure confidentiality and anonymity.  

When I first submitted my Ethics Application, I did not foresee any issues with any of the 

content. However, when I received an Ethics Approval with ‘Conditions’, the information 

sheets and consent forms for the observations and interviews needed amending as the language 

used was possibly too complicated for the intended participants.  

The information sheet also explained the participant’s right to withdraw from the research until 

a certain point where their observations and interviews had taken place. 

The qualitative research design was chosen to encourage participants’ responses relevant to the 

main research by examining young offenders' subjective interpretations of an apology within 

RJC on the Isle of Man through an in-depth examination of the research sample's perceptions. 

I was aware that the inclusion and importance of research with young people are growing. For 

example, reading The Munro Review (2011:24) advocates a child-centred system and "their 

right to participate in major decisions about them". However, in the existing Youth Justice 

Service (YJS), young people are currently neglected in decision-making processes that often 

seek to examine intervention effectiveness (Hart & Thompson, 2009; Trivasse, 2017) which 

the User Voice (2011) reports may lead to further exclusion and alienation. With this in mind, 
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and to include young people, this thesis obtains young offenders' subjective views of an 

apology regarding their RJC experience and adds to the limited research with this group. By 

adopting this approach, the young offender is a crucial participant in the research, recognising 

them as the experts and an integral part of the research.  

Listening to the "offender voice" has occurred relatively recently within academia and practice. 

Recognising the theoretical developments of critical criminology, Ferrell (1998) notes the 

importance of offenders to offer an insider theoretical perspective from the privileged position 

they maintain. While the 'voice of the offender' positively impacts an offender's intervention 

and engagement, there remains uncertainty between this theoretical approach and the 

limitations of applying this to practice (Lewis, 2014). Providing young offenders with a 'voice' 

in this research was also important to minimise any possible research bias by accurately 

reporting the young offender's subjective understandings, constructions, and views of an 

apology. Therefore, this research's qualitative design used in this thesis allows participants to 

express themselves fully. 

4.7 Researching with young people 

As noted previously, as this participatory research with young people gave them a voice, it 

became one of this study's strengths. By ensuring that the young people played a part in the 

research, I ensured their views were embraced from inception, which I thought would influence 

a change in practice and possible future policy. Then I explained the research topic and 

provisional questions to gauge their responses and how they envisaged the research would be 

helpful. From here, I asked them to consider the research methods I planned to use, the 

observations and interviews and whether they thought these would be one of the best ways to 

collect data – to which they agreed. Furthermore, in addition to this, it was clear gauge from 

the pilot study that the young people I included in the interview question formulation also 

meant that they were able to identify research issues and questions that I had not foreseen, such 

as those that related to questions about emotions and how best to determine the young people’s 

understanding of these.  

For example, when participants were asked about their feelings and emotions concerning the 

apology they may or may not have offered their victims during an RJC, terms such as guilt, 

shame, and remorse, for some, I thought may have needed explaining by adapting the questions 

in the research. However, I was aware that this might have resulted in research bias.  
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The pilot study group suggested just making the research questions simple so they could be 

understood – they suggested asking: What is your understanding of an apology? What is your 

understanding of shame, guilt and remorse? And asking the young offenders to explain what 

they understood by these terms was a better approach. This approach was then tested with the 

same year seven students, and the feedback showed that they all had some level of 

understanding of these terms through a discussion with the group. Before this research, this 

simplified approach to language was taken with young people regarding the information sheets 

for the observations and interview consent/assent forms. I also learned from previous research 

during my Master’s study, which involved a study with young people, that ethical 

considerations needed revisiting throughout, which acted as a reflexive part of the research 

process. Therefore, as part of the ethics application process and continued review, the steps 

taken are outlined below: 

4.8 Access and sample to the participants 

The sampling strategy was purposive as the participants were selected from an identified group 

(young offenders) relevant to the study. The strengths of the purposive sampling approach were 

that it did not require a certain number of participants and allowed the selection of individuals 

who had experienced an RJC as a young offender on the IOM. However, qualitative research 

experts argue that there is no straightforward answer to how many a sample should be (Baker 

& Edwards, 2012). The sample must be large enough to provide information relevant to the 

research questions. When researching an appropriate sample, I noted that one of the most 

referred to processes used to determine sample size is saturation and grounded theory (Palinkas, 

Horwitz, Green, Wisdom, Duan, & Hoagwood, 2015). While the study did not consider or test 

RJC theory, the perceived idea of saturation being only applicable in this way has since moved 

on from this assumption. Green and Thorogood (2018:102-104) noted that saturation is where 

no new data can be collected after interviewing 20 people in their study. In an influential study 

by Guest, Bunce, and Johnson (2006), they used 60 interviews and determined that the degree 

of saturation was reached within 12 interviews, a figure they suggest could be used for future 

studies. 

Access to research participants was one of the primary areas that took time due to the 

discussions and careful negotiations. For the pilot study, there were hours spent in what 

appeared to be ‘being pushed from pillar to post’; it appeared that each of the managers I spoke 

with could not grant permission for this study. As the Youth Justice Team was made up of a 
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multi-agency team, there did not appear to be a designated ‘single’ person to approach. After 

several weeks, the decision was put to the Youth Justice Board, attended by all departments 

and agencies that allocated resources. Finally, the Board reviewed, negotiated, and approved 

my research proposal. Realising a possible future need for this full study, I informed them that 

host organisation approval would be needed again.  

Having taken these steps for approval for the pilot study and informing the Board of my future 

research, the negotiations for my comprehensive research were minimised and saved much 

time. In addition to the previous pilot study, the host organisation was only content to start the 

research once they confirmed ethical approval from the University of Portsmouth Ethics 

Committee. Once this had been confirmed, the host organisation also agreed to use a resource 

from the youth justice team to act as the gatekeeper to recruit the participants for this study. 

The gatekeeper and I ensured a professional distance between us during the intended 

participants' selection and recruiting process to reduce research bias and facilitate ethical 

compliance. The gatekeeper and I then agreed to the terms of access to the intended 

participants. Due to the vulnerability of the research sample, by them being young people, the 

following criteria were agreed upon and were used for the recruiting for the observations and 

interviews:  

● No child (offender) should be under the age of 15 years. 

● For interviews – where the intended participant had taken part in an RJC within the 

past three years. 

● For any other safeguarding or welfare issue that considers them unsuitable. 

● Where a youth justice professional had decided against the inclusion of their young 

person based on a risk assessment (or any other reason); and where; 

● Any previous (serious) allegations had been made regarding any person, including 

family members, staff of third sector organisations, or care staff (where applicable). 

● No offences of a sexual nature or risk are assessed as high-level offences, such as 

serious assaults (for both the offender and victim). 

When selected, the research information sheets to the intended participants and their parents or 

guardians, dependent upon the primary participant's age, were sent out to those who met the 

inclusion criteria. 
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4.9 Restrictions – access to some participants 

 

The academic literature in the previous two chapters identified that whilst there is a wealth of 

knowledge around victims’ needs and wants from an apology from a transgressor who has 

committed an offence against them. This recognition also highlighted that offenders’ voices, 

particularly young, were missing both in a broader sense of criminal justice interventions and, 

more importantly, for this study around the understanding, views and constructions of an 

apology from an interpretivist sense of the RJC intervention. This research contributes to new 

knowledge about how young offenders perceive, understand and view an apology in an RJC 

process. It was initially hoped that this study would also include the views and understanding 

of the apology from the victims of the same offence. Including both interpretations of victims 

and the young offenders, it was anticipated would have potentially provided a better 

understanding of this apology act and what had been achieved by comparison.  

 

However, unfortunately, during the negotiation process with the host organisation, they did not 

agree to this step which had to be granted to permit access to the victims and gain ethical 

approval. Therefore, this study was limited to the young offenders as initially agreed upon by 

the host organisation for the initial pilot study. 

  

4.10 Method of data collection 

Data triangulation (see Table 4.2, below) was the preferred method of data collection as this 

had several benefits, including increasing the validity of the findings and thus providing a 

clearer picture and understanding of the subject being researched.  

The triangulation methods were also preferred as I felt they would increase confidence in the 

findings by creating innovative ways to understand the young participant’s interpretations of 

the unique answers they may have provided when asked about their apology during their RJC 

intervention. The existing literature, semi-structured interviews, and non-participatory 

observations that formed the data collection methods' data triangulation are now explored 

before explaining the approach to data analysis used in this study. 
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Table 4.2 Model of Data Triangulation 

Literature Review 

Existing Academic Literature  

 

 

Data 

Triangulation 

 

Non-participatory Observations           Semi-structured Interviews 

(n=15 – Female 2 – Male 13)               (n=20 -Female 3 – Male 17) 

 

4.11 Narrative literature review 

A narrative literature review of published papers primarily described how victims of 

transgressions understand, view and construct apologies. The academic literature provides 

information that explores what victims reported they needed from an apology they are owed. 

These insights provided information about what an apology should contain to be genuine, 

sincere and meaningful. Searches were performed using the University of Portsmouth’s online 

library facilities and are explained in depth in the literature review summary.  

I also decided on a traditional literature review, which allowed me to critique and summarise 

the body of literature about the thesis topic by selecting academic papers through the available 

databases using the university’s online library facility.  The academic literature was selected as 

previously described and permitted me to provide a comprehensive overview of the topic and 

highlight significant areas of research that identified gaps in the literature related to 

understanding an apology from the interpretations of young offenders. This approach to the 

literature review also helped me refine and define the research questions.  

4.12 Non-participatory observations 

The non-participatory observations were used as this method allowed for the observations of 

the RJCs, particularly information relating to the role of the apology (the phenomenon) during 

these occurrences. The observations were conducted over three months between September-

November 2019. In total, 15 observations of colleagues who facilitated the RJCs were 

observed.  
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The observations of the RJCs were conducted in numerous settings across the IOM, ranging 

from community centres, church halls and other local community facilities. The observations 

totalled 29 hours and were time-consuming partly because four RJCs participants did not attend 

for numerous reasons. Where rescheduled, this resulted in additional hours needed for data 

collection. The observations were recorded in a ‘journal’ as this approach was key when 

analysing non-participant observation data later. The observation journal notes were recorded 

for each RJC observed directly after the RJC. This approach to note-taking was deliberate; the 

notes were not taken during the RJC to not interfere with the conference process and create 

potential bias. For example, not taking notes during the RJC would reduce any possible 

intrusive behaviours conceived by those partaking in the RJC, minimise the possibility of 

reactive behaviour, and mitigate bias. 

Each of these steps was deliberate, as mentioned, because of the possibility of the young 

offender participants perhaps perceiving that I was taking notes which may have resulted in 

them having a sense of providing certain or ‘correct responses’ to me like the note taker, I 

positioned myself out of direct sight of the participants. Apart from taking this approach to 

reduce bias from the participants responding in a certain way due to my presence, the notes I 

took from my observations were written immediately following the RJC; the main reasoning 

behind this was not only to mitigate and reduce bias and inaccuracy in my notes due to a time 

delay in writing these up but also to ensure that what I had witnessed during the RJC was 

recorded in the shortest possible time to ensure these were reflective of an accurate ‘snap-shot’ 

in time as opposed to delaying these and potentially recording inaccuracies from memory. 

 Furthermore, this step encouraged and permitted the participants to express themselves freely, 

respond appropriately to the atmosphere and RJC and provide data relating to their responses 

and understanding during the RJC processes. Due to what is known as ‘the observer effect’, 

where my presence may have potentially influenced the participants' actions, along with 

addressing any issues relating to ‘selectivity’, In addition to being aware of possible bias, I also 

decided to pass what I determined to be the point of observational research saturation to reduce 

possible research bias further with this approach permitting the seeking out of commonalities 

in the responses that would have provided some depth to the data that was collected and 

reviewed during the intervention. 

To reduce research bias and justify non-participatory observations, I took the following steps: 

Firstly, the observational method began with a descriptive observation where a broad 
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understanding was gained without engaging with the participants. Secondly, I paid close 

attention to specific aspects of the apology in the RJC process under observation. The aspects 

of apology I hoped to be observed were those about my conceptualisation of an apology from 

a dyadic process between the offender and victim through the relational aspect to achieve 

reconciliation through restoration (Atkinson et al., 1995; Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven, 

& Tice, 1998; Worthington & Drinkard, 2000). To assist in this being achieved from the 

observations, I also recognised the academic literature on apology and looked for spoken and 

visual signs through body language and comments made during the RJC discussion between 

the offender and victim. I also looked for both that may have evidenced a valid 

“acknowledgement of the offence”, distinguishing between offenders and victims. 

Furthermore, based on the literature and my understanding of the conceptualisations of 

apologies, I also looked for signs of an adequate explanation of why the offence took place and 

whether any suggestions blamed the victim for what happened.  

Regarding visual observations, I paid attention to whether, during the RJC, there were 

expressions of remorse, or shame, which show a recognition of the suffering caused to the 

victim and the victim's response to this. This understanding was important as it should support 

the shared values between the offender and their victim. Finally, focusing on the 

conceptualisation of apology as a means to reconciliation, I considered the discussions around 

the reparation task and the reactions of the young offender. As a result, I also considered any 

other body language or comments made by the victim or young offender during the RJC, as 

these may have offered further data relevant to the study. An observation journal containing 

my notes was then summarised and uploaded onto NVivo and coded using thematic analysis. 

The observation method was used until theoretical saturation was reached 

(Liu & Maitlis, 2010). After the ninth observation, saturation was reached, but I decided to 

continue these up to 15 to ensure no new information was missed or gained from the 

observations. 

These steps to the non-participant observations were closely aligned and influenced by research 

suggestions and processes by Spradley (2016), which explained an improved approach to non-

participant observations. Their work notes that non-participant observation is a three-stage 

funnel that begins with descriptive observation whereby I carried out a broad scope observation 

of the setting. This approach was followed by a more focused observation, whereby I started 

focusing on a narrower portion of the RJC – the apology itself through selected observation, in 
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which I then investigated the relations or themes among the findings relating to the apology. 

As noted in the previous paragraph, I then collected the relevant data until theoretical saturation 

was reached, which was determined when the observations did not offer anything new to my 

perceptions of the apology process in these RJC (Liu & Maitlis 2010). 

While the observations provided directness where the data was collected and when it occurred, 

I watched how the participants acted, spoke, and showed nonverbal behaviours such as eye 

contact and facial expressions during the RJCs. These non-verbal expressions also evidenced 

whether the RJC facilitators or the victim's questions and explanations were understood during 

the intervention.  Liu and Maitlis (2010) argue that non-participant observation is often used in 

tangent with other data collection methods and can offer a more "nuanced and dynamic" 

appreciation of situations that cannot be easily captured through other methods.  

This step was consistent with my positionality in the research and non-participatory 

observations as a single research method that I believed could not answer the research questions 

alone, but when combined with the data from the semi-structured interviews, I could support 

the subjective responses provided by the research participants. Interestingly, Spradley (2016) 

supports this step using observations and interview methods and suggests that observations are 

a ‘funnel’ for further questions the researcher can pursue.  

In a simplified explanation, the observations provided insight into the subjective young 

person’s apology and overall experience, understanding, and reactions during their RJC 

intervention. Therefore, it was anticipated that this would also explain how they engaged with 

the process in real-life situations, which would validate the young offender participants' 

behaviours and responses suitable for this research.  

Moreover, non-participatory observations were also used due to the constraints of the host 

organisation and to fulfil the discussions I had with the Ethics Committee, where it was agreed 

that although the participants were informed about my research and that observational data 

would be collected, they would not be interviewed or asked questions relating to their RJC 

experience and that there would be no direct quotes or references used that may identify them. 

Therefore, the observations were anonymised, and reference numbers were applied to ensure 

confidentiality and ethical compliance. 
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Table 4.3 Young offender information of those observed 

Participant Number Age Offender Gender 

Male (M) / Female (F) 

Victim Gender Ethnicity 

001 14 M M White Manx 

002 17 M M White Manx 

003 16 M F White Manx 

004 14 F F White Manx 

005 15 M F White Manx 

006 17 F M White Manx 

007 15 M M White Manx 

008 16 M M White Manx 

009 14 M M White Manx 

010 16 F M White Manx 

011 16 M M White Manx 

012 17 M M White Manx 

013 17 M M White Manx 

014 16 M F White Manx 

015 15 M M White Manx 

 

4.13 Semi-structured interviews 

Semi-structured interviews were adopted as they are especially suited to exploratory research 

(Cabassut & Ferrando, 2015; Robson, 2002). The qualitative interview also benefits from the 

position as being a “conversation with a purpose, where the interviewer aims to obtain 

knowledge about the respondent’s world” (Thorpe & Holt, 2008:118) or as an “interchange in 

which one person… attempts to elicit information or expressions of opinion or belief from 

another person or persons” (Maccoby & Maccoby, 1954:449). Moreover, like any other 

interview, semi-structured interviews are a data-collection tool needed to investigate the 

identified interpretivist issues being researched.  

Although there were recognised benefits to using interviews, I was also aware of the initial 

stages, including those experienced in the pilot study, the time it took to interview the 

participants, and transcribe and analyse the data. Each of the interviews lasted approximately 

35-65 minutes and the transcriptions, depending on their length and answers provided by the 

participants, took approximately 55-90 minutes. As with the recruitment of participants for the 

observations, I used a gatekeeper to ensure the intended participants were not known to me to 

mitigate research bias.  
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Due to a continued number of non-attendances, more interviews were required during the 

interview stage, leading to the five weeks allocated for the interview data to be collected. 

Despite these weaknesses, the benefits and suitability of using semi-structured interviews in 

this study outweighed any alternatives that would otherwise not have provided the relevant 

data to contribute to this thesis’ research questions, aims and objectives. According to Barriball 

and White (1994:330), semi-structured interviews are “well suited for exploring the 

perceptions and opinions of respondents regarding complex and sometimes sensitive issues and 

enable probing for more information and clarification of answers”. Further advantages of face-

to-face interviews are their “ability to capture the similarities, differences and contradictions in 

perceptions and experiences by allowing people to speak freely and candidly” (Chui, Tupman 

& Farlow 2003:269).  

The justification, therefore, for using semi-structured interviews, as opposed to structured or 

quantitative methods such as surveys, is that semi-structured interviews do not remove the 

flexibility of participants to voice their views freely. Equally important is that semi-structured 

interviews allowed the researcher to explore the in-depth meanings usually unavailable in 

quantitative questionnaires. Furthermore, the ability to collect in-depth data from the interview 

participants also provided me with a stepping-stone to creating a professional relationship with 

the participants. Building rapport with participants generated honest and accurate responses to 

the research questions and permitted an established, trusting relationship to facilitate any 

follow-up studies. (Marschan-Piekkari & Welch, 2004). 

Semi-structured interviews were also utilised, allowing me to discover new relationships or 

situations not previously conceived. Furthermore, their use in this study facilitated the 

anticipated small sample of respondents on the IOM. The semi-structured interviews with 20 

young offenders – 14 were held at the youth justice offices in central Douglas and the remaining 

six over the telephone. Although these numbers appear small, this covered the number of young 

offenders (and their parents/guardians) who had consented to participate in the study and 

exceeded interview saturation, determined at 12.  I recorded the interviews with each 

participant's consent to ensure I captured the interview responses. In addition, I took notes of 

the discussions for the telephone interviews as I did not have suitable equipment to record the 

conversations. A summary of the research was provided to each participant before consent to 

continue the interview was acquired. As with the face-to-face interviews - notes were taken 

with the consent of the participants.  
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Following the interviews and ensuring the accuracy of the notes, these were read back to and 

further discussed with the participants to ensure that my notes and their meaning were accurate 

and a true reflection of their responses. This approach facilitated the full transcription and 

accurate thematic analysis of the data collected. Furthermore, this approach ensured that I 

completely understood what the participants meant in their responses, and it was not left to me 

to guess what they had meant. This approach to the responses was a deliberate step as this 

would also mitigate potential researcher bias by relying on my interpretation of the responses 

provided by the participants. 

An interview guide was formed to ensure that the interview stayed on track. The Ethics 

Committee, my supervisor, and I reviewed the interview questions. The questions were revised 

to encourage analysis of participant responses relevant to this research qualitatively. While 

used during the interviews as a reference point, the semi-structured questions were not always 

asked and not always in the same order. I adopted this approach as I felt it would make the 

interviews more of a conversation which I hoped would encourage the participants to lead the 

interview about their interpretation and how they viewed the role of an apology from their RJC.  

To encourage the conversational approach further, I employed warm-up questions such as 

“What have you been up to today?” and “What subjects are you doing at school at the 

moment?” to promote an informal atmosphere and a free-flowing discussion which permitted 

me to use probes to explore their responses further if needed.  

During the interviews, I also ensured that meaning was maintained throughout. The interviews 

achieved this understanding by actively listening to the participants' responses to ensure the 

responses were relevant. To mitigate any confusion, I actively adjusted the language used to 

mirror that similar to the young participants’ and encouraged stories that the young people may 

have experienced to provide relevant responses to the questions. Some answers were repeated 

to reaffirm my understanding and further probe if I did not. I felt that this approach would also 

encourage the participants to ask me questions if needed.  

Then I described the purpose of my research in more detail and the information sheet they 

would have received before agreeing to participate in the study. Following this, I explained the 

importance of their responses and how valuable they are to my research, confirming that they 

were the experts. In addition, I used phrases such as “can you tell me about” instead of “my 
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research question is”. Similarly, I also explained that there were no correct or incorrect answers 

to my questions, and if they could not provide an answer, this was acceptable. 

Table 4.4 Young offender and victim characteristics, offence and interview type 

Participant 

Number 

Age Gender Offence Interview  

Type 

Victim  

Characteristics 

001 18 Male Assault Face-to-face Female 

002 17 Male Burglary Face-to-face Female 

003 16 Male Assault Face-to-face Male/Female 

004 18 Male Assault Face-to-face Male 

005 17 Male Assault Face-to-face Female 

006 17 Female Theft Face-to-face Male 

007 17 Male Attempted Theft Face-to-face Female 

008 18 Female Theft from shop Face-to-face Male 

009 16 Male Burglary Face-to-face Male/Female 

010 16 Male Motor Offence Face-to-face Female 

011 16 Male Criminal Damage Face-to-face Male 

012 17 Male Alcohol-Related Face-to-face Male 

013 17 Male Burglary Face-to-face Male 

014 18 Male Motor Offence Face-to-face Male 

015 16 Male Criminal Damage Face-to-face Female 

016 17 Male Criminal Damage Telephone Female 

017 18 Male Attempted Theft Telephone Male 

018 16 Male Criminal Damage Telephone Male 

019 17 Male Criminal Damage Telephone Male 

020 18 Female Assault Telephone Male 

With this review of some of the language and terms used when interviewing, a further 

suggestion raised by the Ethics Committee was related to young people recalling past events 

regarding the time and circumstances of their offending behaviour. Although all of the 

participants were informed that they could ‘stop’ the interview at any time, I further explained 

that there would be no negative view of them or consequences if they chose to do this. 

Furthermore, due to the participants' vulnerability, I also looked for signs of distress such as 

fidgeting or tapping feet during the interviews and offered short breaks.  

4.14 Gender of participants and victims 

 

While the tables above (see Tables 4.3 and 4.4) outline and acknowledge the gender of the 

participants and the victims, this data was not wholly used and is a relevant factor in the overall 
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data or findings. While the importance of gender data in criminology and victimology research 

is frequently raised as an issue about both offending behaviour and victimisation, there is 

minimal reference to this due to a lack of data and reference to it did not permit any focus on 

gender. In the following results and discussion chapter, it is noted that where several of the 

young offenders referenced the vulnerabilities of two of the victims, which resulted in them 

appearing to offer a more focused, genuine and heartfelt apology, this was limited and did not 

result in enough relevant data being one which permitted a full understanding of the gender of 

victims or offenders.  

 

Since the development of the criminal victimisation survey in the late 1960s, appreciation of 

the impact of crime and its gendered nature has also increased. As noted, however, the results 

did not provide much insight into the gender of either group. However, it is recognised that the 

lack of valuable data would warrant this a result for discussion. It is acknowledged that this 

may have been meaningful to the apology act in this intervention and how processes relating 

to sex/gender may or may not have resulted in inappropriate application of findings and have 

harmful implications for the outcomes of this research. Whilst gender was not reported as a 

result of this research, there is potential for further work in future research depending on the 

area of study that may include RJ and unique gender findings using appropriate data collection 

methods that capture this data. 

 

4.15 Single Case-Study and Uniqueness  

The research location, the Isle of Man, is unique. As with the intervention development in New 

Zealand and its application in the Youth Justice System, the justification for using a single-

case study design in the IOM was similar to the community approach and RJ used in indigenous 

communities. One of the benefits of this single-case study design that was applied to this study 

was that it permitted focused and repeated observation of behaviours, understanding and views 

of the apology in the RJC. The case study had a positive step in the research process as it 

permitted and demonstrated a concentrated focus, a more in-depth exploration of the research 

based on a particular affected participant group relevant to this research question, aims and 

objectives (Follette, 2001). Furthermore, with the use of RJC is reminiscent of a mechanism of 

justice which was traditionally used in small indigenous communities - such as that evidenced 

in the Maori system of whanau - along with its development in westernised countries to include 

extended families and State representatives (Kelly & Thorsborne, 2014, p.11).  
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In opposition, for example, to the interpretative design of this research, quantitative statistical 

approaches to data analysis would have permitted the research to incorporate a wider-

participant group across different jurisdictions and have arguably been able to enhance the 

generalisability of the findings of this single-case experimental design. However, with the size 

of the IOM population that reflects the traditional indigenous societies which have used RJ for 

hundreds of years, the focus on this single-case study was deliberate and justified to reflect the 

intrinsic relation between the research sample and the traditional RJ use. Furthermore, as the 

researcher carrying out professional doctorate research, I was also interested in finding out the 

views of a participant group that access the intervention that the YJT ae delivers and how best 

to improve the intervention for the young offenders with whom I work with work. The single-

case study approach in this research, in simple terms, provides an approach that permitted 

intensive analysis from the number of identified research participants, and therefore multiple 

sources permitted me and the audience reading this research to fully understand the views and 

opinions of the young offenders' apologies that may have taken place during their RJC from a 

real-life context.  

In contrast, it is also important to highlight that focusing on a qualitative single-case study 

research area does hold the possibility of a restriction in comparisons being made to other or 

similar groups of participants based outside of this study area or whether the responses 

provided are a representative sample of other groups of young people which may result in 

differences in views and understanding going undetected (Margeviciute, 2012:46). While this 

research has taken a reflective approach and is aware of such biases, it is worth that the results 

and findings of this research cannot be 100% replicated or generalised. The approach to 

recognising the weakness of a single-case study design, as the researcher, I have been 

committed to reducing research bias and sharing the results from this research and further 

research that may either challenge or support these findings.  

4.16 Interview site 

The interview site was chosen due to its central location in Douglas (the IOM Capital). First, 

the location was familiar to the young participants. Although holding the interviews at the 

youth offending offices may be a disadvantage, familiarisation was more beneficial. Secondly, 

the location was accessible by public transport from all areas of the IOM, meaning that all 

participants were not disadvantaged by attending the research interviews. Furthermore, 

separate discussions were had with the host organisation and my supervisor about whether 



 

Page | 72  

 

incentives (such as vouchers) should be given to the young participants to participate in the 

research. Due to some of the young people's vulnerability and an incentive potentially being 

perceived as a mechanism to gain consent or assent, this was decided against. So, however, as 

not to disadvantage the participants, travel costs were reimbursed. 

When conducting the interviews, I took every necessary step to ensure that the participants’ 

responses were heard by maintaining respect for all participants, demonstrated through my 

practice and commitment to young offenders. The importance of offenders' voices was also 

addressed by awareness of a possible power imbalance between the young offenders and me. 

Therefore, I took an additional course7 to raise their awareness of professional relationships 

and effective communication when researching.  

Demonstrating the power dynamic provided to the intended participants, the action of gaining 

consent and assent did not merely form part of the ethics process but empowered the intended 

participants to make informed decisions on whether to participate or not in the study. 

4.17 Analysis 

A thematic analysis approach was chosen when all the data had been collected from the non-

participatory observations and semi-structured interviews. This step provided the ability to 

understand, accurately describe, and interpret experiences and perceptions. According to 

Maguire and Delahunt (2017), the appropriate data analysis instrument's suitability reinforces 

the credibility of the qualitative research findings. Braun and Clarke (2006) note that the correct 

analysis instrument's appropriateness is vital to uncovering true meaning. Therefore, this 

research can apply to young offenders' subjective views, understanding, constructions and 

functions of an apology. Interestingly, Braun and Clarke (2006) note that while explanations 

of data analysis are often neglected in research, they provide an example of the ‘how’ of 

qualitative analysis, which they explain through a six-phase guide. Before explaining the 

approach taken in the thematic analysis in this research, consideration is afforded to the 

research questions used during the semi-structured interviews. 

The research questions used in this study were formed and were appropriate to the young 

offenders’ subjective understandings, constructions, and functions of an apology in the RJC 
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process in the IOM. This approach resulted in the research questions being reviewed 

throughout the interviews and analysed results. Maguire and Delahunt (2017) refer to this 

approach as a top-down or theoretical analysis, in contrast to a bottom-up approach that is 

inductive, similar to that used in their research where interviews were used for data collection. 

This approach facilitated the research approach to young offenders' subjective views but 

dismissed a top-down approach driven by specific research questions. The data from both the 

observations - that had assisted the construction of the research questions - and the interviews 

were transcribed verbatim, following Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-phase guidance (see Table 

3.5) for successful thematic analysis. Using Braun and Clarke’s (2006) approach to thematic 

analysis, the researcher used NVivo (version 12) to obtain insights from the research findings. 

In analysing the data from the observations and semi-structured interviews, key analytical 

themes were formulated and included a theme named ‘understandings of an apology’.  

The main issues surrounding an apology's understanding are associated with no single 

definition and theory and how this can be applied to the CJS. As a result, the semi-structured 

interviews were coded and analysed with the notes taken during the non-participatory 

observations to encapsulate how young offender participants experienced and understood the 

role of an apology in an RJC. Therefore, this approach added to the previously overlooked 

knowledge due to limited young offender research. 

When coding the interview data, many examples and other apparent themes emerged. The 

participants related their views, understandings, and construction of their apology following 

the ‘explanations' stage of the RJC, where all stakeholders discuss the offence. Many 

participants often referenced the 'explanations' theme as the catalyst behind their understanding 

and view of an apology in an RJC. Furthermore, following probing the effect of the 

'explanations', many of the young participants described their emotions and motives behind 

their apologies while not using the specific words and terms that related to feelings of 'guilt', 

'shame' and 'remorse'; the associated responses were initially individually themed. These 

themes were related to the young participants' feelings and incorporated into a broader theme 

under 'descriptive codes'. 

The overarching theme for these was labelled emotions and conditions. This theme provided 

additional knowledge and personal insights into the young offender participants’ motives and 

emotions for an apology. These themes were then filtered based on the number of times they 

emerged from the interview data. This approach provided important analytical themes 
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constructed around the importance of experiential knowledge and the key significance and 

priorities relevant to the young offenders' most significant themes derived from their 

descriptions of their victims’ apologies. The third theme identified was that relating to 

conditions and offender change. These themes were identified using an active approach to the 

data analysis. The active approach was natural to the data due to the reading around an apology 

and its components. Furthermore, as the research questions had been provisionally drafted, I 

proactively looked for themes to address the research questions – these themes were 

understanding an apology, emotions and conditions and finally, offender change. These 

findings from the thematic analysis are discussed in the proceeding chapters. 

Table 4.5 Braun and Clarke’s (2006) Six Steps to Thematic Analysis 

Steps Title of Step Description and How this was Achieved 

1 Becoming 

Familiar with 

the Data 

The first step of the six-phase guidance was to become familiar 

with the data, achieved by repeatedly reading the interview 

transcripts to familiarise the researcher with the data. This 

approach resulted in the researcher taking generic notes from the 

responses that had initially been identified. 

2 Generate 

Initial Codes 

This step facilitated the data's organisation meaningfully and 

identified initial codes from the responses. While adopting an 

inductive approach to the research, the interview data were coded 

using an open and line-by-line coding approach as no 

predetermined codes were applied to the interview data. 

3 Search for 

Themes 

At this stage, coding codes for potential themes were collated, and 

the data relevant to each initially identified theme were collected. 

4 Reviewing 

the Themes 

Identified 

This step was where the modification and development of the 

initially identified themes were reviewed to ensure they were 

relevant to the research aim and objectives. Furthermore, 

according to Maguire and Delahunt (2017), this step ensured that 

the themes made sense, whether too much data was being 

crammed into a theme and whether additional subthemes were 

needed or new or more themes were forming. 

5 Defining the 

Themes 

Braun and Clarke (2006:92) noted that defining the themes was 

needed to identify any relationship between themes. 

6 Writing-up 

stage 

The writing-up stage formed the following analysis structure and 

the results and discussion of the themes/data. 

 

This chapter has outlined my philosophy and theoretical (interpretive) approach to my research, 

including my epistemological approach and position as a researcher. Furthermore, this chapter 

outlined the research methodology and justified the research data collection methods used 

being non-participatory, semi-structured interviews. Finally, this chapter explained some of the 
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discussions and steps that ensured the data was in-depth, rich, relevant, and safe through an 

ethically approved process before data collection commenced. Therefore, the next chapters 

provide the results and discussions of the main findings from the data collected that correspond 

to this thesis's research questions. 
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CHAPTER 5: Results  

This chapter provides an interpretative narrative of the research findings and a discussion. It 

presents the preliminary qualitative research results and integrates the themes introduced using 

the six-stage thematic analysis method to code the observations and interview responses (Braun 

& Clarke, 2006). While some of the themes are unique and individual, some are related and 

cross over with one another, which the reader will see using the young offender participants’ 

quotes throughout. Data from the review of the case files included risk, young offender 

characteristics, offence and some victim characteristics. In addition, data from the observation 

journal and semi-structured interviews were transcribed and summarised. This approach using 

the data collected supports the research paradigm and respective ontological and 

epistemological approaches to this interpretivist research (Goodall, 2014:51-52). The 

responses provided by the young offender participants are referenced verbatim to reflect their 

reality and their meaning of an apology. Therefore, the participant’s responses permitted their 

voices to be heard and provided real insight into their understanding, views, and constructions 

of the role of an apology relating to their restorative justice conference (RJC) experience. This 

approach to the research findings and discussions was used across the next two chapters to 

ensure consistent results.  

5.1 The restorative script and the motivations to apologise 

The first theme from the interpretative analysis related to the young offenders’ motivations for 

the apology, which offers new knowledge since no study has explicitly focused on the 

subjective views, understanding, and constructions of an apology with young offenders in the 

RJC process using a single case study design - the Isle of Man (IOM). Therefore, before 

considering the young participants’ subjective views, an analysis of the apology in the IOM 

RJC script is necessary to understand how the apology's role is intended through the 

intervention's delivery as this is the organisational and cultural context where these young 

people perform RJ. However, before turning to the results, it is crucial to critically analyse the 

expectations and cues they receive to act in a particular way and not others. 

5.2 Analysis of apology in the Isle of Man Restorative Justice Script 

The RJ script used in RJC on the IOM promotes restorative dialogue based on questions about 

offending behaviour. The basic questions for responding to challenging behaviour are 
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internationally recognised8. The questions are based on what happened and what you thought 

at the time of the incident? What have you thought about since? Who has been affected by what 

happened and how? What about this offence has been the hardest for you? What do you think 

needs to be done to put things right? These questions are the basis and foundation for all types 

of RJ and seek to discover the root causes of the offending behaviour, determine the impact the 

offending has had on a victim, and repair that harm through a form of agreed reparation with 

an overall aim to restore damaged relationships. For example, the questions in an RJC do not 

seek to apportion blame on an individual, and the use of the why, what, and who questions are 

designed in a way that is claimed to promote thinking and open discussion. The use of open 

questions during an RJC permits story-telling and attentive listening relevant to the offence 

that occurred. 

These discussions are anticipated to focus on the impact of the offence and how others may 

also be affected by the offending. Furthermore, the questions are designed to follow a particular 

order that enables the young offender and their victim/s to identify their thoughts and feelings 

associated with the offence via meaningful affective statements and expressions of emotions 

before the questions such as “What do you think you need to do to make things right?” is 

inclusive and collaborative in problem-solving and finding solutions rather than blaming a 

transgressor. An example of a typical question to uncover the solutions to resolving conflict 

between the offender and the victim would be, "What do you think you need to do to make 

things right?"  In doing so, the discussions during the RJC hold the offender accountable and 

require them to take responsibility for their actions by addressing the underlying causes of the 

offending, promoting the healing of a victim whilst strengthening previously broken 

relationships. 

The RJC format promotes restorative dialogue through open questions that facilitate 

engagement, reflection, understanding of the harm caused and its impact, acknowledgement of 

the offence, and a form of restitution to put things right. However, these questions and their 

structure warrant a discussion around control concerns and limits to the responses that an 

offender can offer. For example, the questions can be argued to constrict and positively 

encourage others through certain thinking and behaviour in the young offender, which 

questions the freedom in their responses by steering the young people to say and possibly 

                                                 
8
 Suggested criteria for Restorative Questions are those advocated by The International Institute for Restorative 

Practices. 
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believe certain things. With this view, the questions that claim to allow the young offender to 

identify their thoughts and feelings associated with an offence and their victim can appear as a 

means to control and restrict responses and therefore possibly act as prompts, or worse still 

expectations, to provide amongst other restorative elements an apology being offered by 

offenders to their victims. In contrast, research on the voluntariness of apologies has identified 

that voluntary apologies are more effective than prompted apologies (Larkins, 2018). This 

claim is possible because voluntary apologies could be seen as being motivated by internal 

factors such as guilt and remorse, as hypothesised by Lazare (2005). As noted in the literature 

review, an apology is essential for what victims want from an offender. In the RJC process 

used with young offenders on the IOM, the results of an RJC are partly based on positive 

outcomes for all parties involved in the conference process.  

With this in mind, focusing on an apology outcome and how this is achieved questions the 

voluntariness of apologies. Using pre-scripted questions during an RJC on the IOM to increase 

the likelihood of an apology being offered to victims may be perceived as a coercive means 

that constructs certain thinking and behaviour in the young offender. Coercion can result in 

negative perceptions of offenders and the quality of apologies, resulting in victims viewing 

apologies as being offered for manipulative or external factors (i.e. avoidance of blame or 

punishment) (Larkins, 2018). This argument brings into question whether any apology 

provided during an RJC, when steered by the scripted questions, may remove the voluntaristic 

nature of a genuine apology to one, which may be considered prompted, doubting the sincerity 

and motives of any apology provided to victims. While victims have reported that a 

voluntaristic apology is considered more genuine, as highlighted, the RJC script influences and 

controls young offender behaviours and responses and has a central role in conferencing and 

its outcomes, including reconciliation, forgiveness, and possibly reintegration.  

While offering an apology is encouraged, it is not required for the young offender to term the 

intervention as successful or effective. Furthermore, failure to offer a verbal apology during an 

RJC does not result in the young offender being discriminated against but may be discussed 

with the young offender post-conference to understand whether they feel they had apologised 

or otherwise. This approach to the apology ensures that a refusal to apologise remains neutral 

and non-labelling and encourages a voluntaristic approach to any apology an offender may 

provide to their victim. However, when we take a closer look at the types of questions asked 

of the young offender during an RJC, this ‘free choice’ to apologise is debatable and raises 
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further debates around the RJC script and the genuineness of any apology where offered. For 

example, young offenders are asked five basic questions during the RJC: "What happened?” 

"What were you thinking about at the time?” the second set “what have you been thinking 

about since?” and “Who has been affected by your crime?” These questions illustrate how an 

RJC script constructs certain thinking and responses that remove a young offender’s freedom 

and prompt them to say certain things – such as an apology - which questions the aims of RJ. 

This approach to controlling responses can be perceived as separating actors into victims and 

perpetrators in a simple sense, i.e., someone is innocent and the other guilty, rather than seeing 

the often complex reality of crime between individuals. In these situations, questions around 

the formulaic script design that promotes and guides an apology questions the genuineness of 

any apology provided to a victim. 

The responses potentially encourage an apology from the offender to the victim and beg the 

question of whether the RJC script used on the IOM is designed around Lazare’s (2005) 

academic literature on an effective apology. The script’s design, which challenges and creates 

debates about genuineness, can also be evidenced when applied to the questions asked of 

victims, where their responses may also be deliberate to generate an apology from the young 

offender: "What did you think when you realised what happened?", "What has been the hardest 

thing for you?”. A further example is the "What impact has the incident had on you and 

others?” which gets them to consider the viewpoint of their victim and engender some 

empathy. These questions are structured in a way that can be perceived as those that limit the 

responses that a young offender can offer and, in doing so, lead prompts and steer the offender 

to acknowledging the offence and recognising the victim through a description and explanation 

of how the offending has impacted them. This order of questioning is anticipated to evoke 

remorse and empathy, which supports and enhances an apology from the young offender. This 

displaying of remorse and empathy is something that victims require the academic literature 

states to perceive an apology as genuine and promote their healing.  

Therefore, these questions around the genuineness of an apology prompted by the questions 

asked during an RJC used with young offenders can limit an offender’s choice to apologise to 

the victim. A further example can be applied to the further RJC questions that are then asked 

of the young offenders: "What do you think you need to do to make things, right?" which again 

is a problem-solving question which can also be considered a prompt for an apology by 

assuming that ‘doing something is needed and it will make things right but equally supports a 
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commitment to the apology they may have offered to their victim through not repeating the 

offending and positive behavioural change.  

Finally, the victim asks the same question, which permits a discussion about the RJC outcome 

and a restitution agreement that includes a reparation activity for the young offender signed by 

all parties (O'Connell, Wachtel, & Wachtel, 1999). Overall, it can be argued that the questions 

from the script do construct and illicit certain thinking and responses from the young offender 

who could be considered coercive by some, which may result in negative perceptions of 

offenders and the quality of apologies, resulting in victims viewing apologies as being offered 

for manipulative or external factors (i.e., avoidance of blame or punishment) (Larkins, 2018). 

This argument brings into question whether any apology provided during an RJC was steered 

by the scripted questions and removed the voluntaristic nature of a genuine apology, to one 

which may be considered controlled as opposed to a choice which may result in victims 

doubting its sincerity and the offender's motives behind the apology. In abusive relationships, 

gas lighting is viewed as a form of manipulation. It is not always obvious to the victim or those 

involved, such as the facilitator witnessing the apology, particularly if it is done with 

subtleness.  

5.3 Motivations for an apology 

With the RJC script steering or being a tool that could potentially result in an apology being 

considered coercive and the academic literature on RJCs claiming that the intervention seeks 

to rebuild relationships between those affected by a crime, it is important to consider the 

participant's motivations to give an apology. As Lazare (2005) notes, the motivations of a 

victim can be internal and external, who feels they are owed an apology and the offender who 

feels this may result in their being forgiven. An RJC may include many people, such as the 

victim, their supporters, the offender and the offender’s supporters (usually family members).  

It can be argued that those who attend the session to support the young offender may influence 

and motivate them to provide a genuine apology to their victim, so they are not perceived in a 

bad light by the victim, their supporters and others who are closest to them, such as family, will 

not feel shunned. Whilst the RJC scripted questions used on the IOM may be perceived as 

prompts that steer and almost guarantee an apology is offered during the intervention, the 

motivations of an apology are an important factor behind whether an apology is offered and 

the real meaning behind these.  
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5.3.1 Forgiveness 

One of the most complex yet prominent themes in the data that related to the apology was the 

motivation behind an apology provided by the young offender to their victim. This finding is 

some country to the findings in the literature by Kelly and Thorsborne (2014), who state that 

whilst RP needs to “reduce [the] shame experienced by an offender to relieve the collective 

shame felt by everyone” (Awan, 2014, p. 84). When considering the relationship between the 

victim and offender in an RP, however, similar to Lazare’s (2005) discussion around the long-

term potential of forgiveness, Kelly and Thorsborne (2014) note that whilst forgiveness can be 

an outcome of a transgression during an RP, that is not always needed to repair the damage 

created by an offender. However, this contradicts and challenges the findings in this research 

regarding the motivations behind the participant’s motivations to offer an apology to their 

victims. 

The young offender participants noted that their main motivation for the apology was pursuing 

forgiveness from their victim. Johnstone (2002) suggests that the success of an RJC is achieved 

where an “authentic apology, forgiveness and reconciliation take place”. Conversely, the 

literature suggests that forgiveness may be achieved in a horizontal apology as part of the face-

to-face apology offered in an RJC. For example, the participants were asked, “Why did you 

want to apologise to your victim?” The seeking forgiveness was one of the most prevalent 

motivations and a referenced condition. For example, summarising their entire RJC 

intervention, participant 001 commented that:  

“I wanted to tell them [the victim] that I was sorry for what happened and tell them that 

it wouldn’t happen again, and they’d forgive me for it, and then I could get on with my 

life, and things would go back to normal.” 

In the response by participant 001, their understanding of an apology recognised their victim’s 

suffering and a commitment not to repeat the offending behaviour. Furthermore, the participant 

notes the desire to be forgiven and felt that this would permit reintegration. Also, the same 

participant highlighted that they felt forgiven for their offence by their victim, as they noted: 

“When I did say sorry, you could see it was taken well and that it helped the situation… so 

basically it made me feel better and like it had been accepted”. In this comment, the young 

participant notes that forgiveness was not only a motivation for their apology but that their 

interpretation of the victim's persona following their apology was evidence that they felt 
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forgiveness was achieved. This finding was also apparent in other young offenders’ responses, 

where they commented that their victims’ verbal responses and explanations had also 

influenced their motivations to apologise during the RJC intervention. 

Interestingly, these findings note that the young offenders’ motivations were formed during the 

RJC due to victims’ explanations and not before the intervention. Therefore, one of the reasons 

for this could be attributed to the structure of the RJC on the IOM and what takes place during 

the apology act itself. Victims’ explanations during the act of the apology are discussed further 

in the next chapter. It is necessary to consider these apologies briefly as the young offenders 

mentioned how the victims' emotional responses motivated them to apologise. During the RJC, 

victims are asked several ‘scripted’ questions: “What did you think when you realised what 

happened?” “What impact has the incident had on you and others?” and finally, “What has 

been the hardest thing for you?” In response to the explanations provided by the victims to 

these questions, the young offender participants also noted forgiveness as a motivator and 

influential factor that led to them wanting to provide a genuine and sincere apology to their 

victims. Participant 001, for example, despite being told by their youth-offending officer that 

they should apologise to their victim, stated: 

“Oh yeah, it was genuine… I mean [victim name removed] was upset and at one point 

could hardly speak and started getting tears in her eyes and stuff… It was seeing [victim 

name removed] in front of me that made me feel bad about what I had done… and apart 

from being told by [facilitator name removed] that I would have to say sorry, I think I 

would of anyway as it was only the right thing to do.” 

Another participant, 016 stated: “I think that the way I made them feel was out of order really. 

I didn’t mean for any of this to happen; I felt well bad when I heard what they said”. The same 

participant then went on to say: “It was all stupid [the offence], and the whole thing could have 

affected me and messed things up for me in the future, you know, like with getting into college 

and getting a job”. This comment would support the notion of Allan, Beesley, Attwood and 

McKillop (2014) that there is a focus continuum where some offenders focus on their own 

needs (the self-focused category) when they consider their motivations to apologise, but 

equally, the self-other focused category where some young offenders were aware of the needs 

of their victims. Given the awareness of needs recognised by the young offenders and this 

determined by victims’ responses that influence the self-other focused motivations, this 
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supports the idea that the RJC intervention creates or influences the young offender to 

apologise to their victims as against offering their agency to choose.  

5.4 Managing expectations 

Despite this suggestion, another participant 004, who, when asked about their motivation for 

their apology, also referenced the desire to be forgiven for their offence and whether this was 

achieved during their RJC, stated: “I'm not sure really, he didn't say that, but I think he felt 

better after I answered his questions and he looked happier at the end of it all”. In this response, 

the participant notes how the apology appeared to heal their victim and how at the end of the 

RJC, they appeared “happier”. Furthermore, the same participant highlighted the importance 

of forgiveness and them being perceived more positively: “I wanted him to accept my apology 

and forgive me… I knew he didn't think I was a bully and that it wouldn't happen again”. In 

this response, the participant related their interpretation of forgiveness based on the benefits of 

the self-focused apology and how they perceived the victims’ reactions and expressions they 

thought they had observed.  

Another participant, 010, similarly noted that they thought they had been forgiven by their 

victim: “… by the way they spoke to me”.  The same participant also explained that they felt 

forgiven by the victim as “[The victim] knew I was really sorry for what I did” and that “At 

the end, they shook my hand”. Consistent with Slocum, Allan and Allan (2011), it is possible 

that the young participant’s interpretation of ‘shaking hands’ led to them interpreting this as 

the victim viewing them more positively. However, it is acknowledged that this assumption of 

the ‘handshaking’ gesture can only be confirmed through additional research with both victims 

and young offenders who experienced the same RJC as opposed to separate research that has 

to date explored the role of an apology largely with surrogate victims in a multitude of different 

scenarios. Furthermore, this participant associated their perceived forgiveness with recognising 

their commitment not to repeat the same behaviour. These findings were also similar to those 

provided by participant 016, who commented:  

“I think being forgiven is important. I think if you are forgiven, it means you’re going 

to try harder as well as to not get in trouble in the future… it means that that person 

trusts you again, and then you don’t want to let anyone down after that do you?” 

In this instance, it is possible to claim that while forgiveness in the academic literature is 

something that victims may offer to offenders, offenders view this as motivation with self-
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focused benefits and refers to their want for forgiveness as a possible condition for the apology 

they offer. The motivation and pursuit of forgiveness were evident in other participants' 

responses, who also viewed forgiveness as a condition for providing their victims with an 

apology. For example, participant 015, when they were asked: “If you weren’t forgiven, would 

that have been a problem?”, commented: “Yes, because you wouldn’t be able to move on and 

sort things out if people didn’t forgive you - then people would just carry on doing the same 

thing over and over again”. This ‘self-focused forgiveness’ approach is also consistent with 

Braithwaite’s (1989) RST, where the young participant perceived the victim’s positive 

reactions as forgiveness which left them being viewed and feeling as reintegrated.  

Similarly, relying on the perceived positive response from their victim as a sign of forgiveness, 

participant 005 said: “It shows [the victim] must have forgiven me for what happened”. 

Moreover, the same participant also related this perceived forgiveness and linked their apology 

with a natural element of reintegration through the apologies’ healing possibilities – they 

commented: “It’s better than walking around and ignoring each other and ducking into shops 

and shit to avoid each other”. Further supporting the benefits of the RJC and the motivation of 

forgiveness, participant 006 also referenced the healing benefits of apologising to their victim: 

“They would feel better, and they could move on and that they would forgive me.” Conversely, 

whilst it was recognised by some of the young participants who suggested that where they 

perceived their victims’ responses as positive through verbal confirmation from their victims, 

this led them to interpret this as being forgiven. Another participant, 007, when noting 

forgiveness as a motivation for their apology and whether this was achieved in their RJC, 

stated: “I don’t know really, he seemed a lot happier… but I can’t be sure if he had forgiven 

me, or if he was just happy because I answered the questions”. In this quote, whilst being 

forgiven was important to some young participants, they could not recognise whether they had 

been forgiven at the end of the RJC. Participant 006 recognised that to understand how the 

victim perceived their apology and whether the victim granted forgiveness, this was only 

possible through asking the victim; they noted: “The only way of knowing that I guess would 

be to ask them [the victim]”.  

Some participants sought forgiveness for their offence and referenced that this could only be 

achieved through their sincere apology. For example, one participant 009 said: “I wanted them 

to know that I was sorry and to believe me and forgive me”. Moreover, when the same 

participant was asked whether they felt their victim had forgiven them, they stated: “Well, they 
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actually said to me that they forgave me after I apologised”. This finding was interesting as the 

victim stated that being told their victim forgave them had provided them “a second chance”. 

This response also suggests that some young offenders apologised because they did not want 

to be negatively perceived and expected to be forgiven for their offence. When further probing 

the response, the young participant explained their apology and an expectation of forgiveness 

would mean “It’s all sorted out now”. When asked to explain further, they said: “It’s like when 

you’re playing football, and you make a dirty tackle, the ref [referee] gets you together and 

tells you it was wrong, and then you shake hands, and you just carry on with the game”. Whilst 

recognising a transgression has occurred and a metaphorical victim has suffered, the participant 

suggests that the offending behaviour is a mistake that can be easily resolved through an 

apology that results in forgiveness.  

Whilst recognising the importance of being forgiven by their victim, it was felt that the young 

participants noted that the apology they offered and forgiveness from their victim would result 

in a commitment to desist from reoffending and a chance to prove this to others. In contrast to 

forgiveness as a motivator and condition of an apology, some participants also recognised that 

forgiveness could take time. For example, participant 018 said: “Forgiving someone takes time. 

I’ve fallen out with friends in the past, and it does take time to become friends again”. 

Participant 018 went on to say:  

“If you are forgiven, it means you’re going to try harder as well not to get into trouble 

in the future as well, and the person [the victim] trusts you again, and then you don’t 

want to let anyone down after that do you?” 

This finding is reminiscent of the complexities of how offenders are motivated to apologise 

and the contrasting academic literature that notes that forgiveness is not a guaranteed feature 

or desire of a victim to their offender once they receive an apology from them. Suppose the 

motivation is forgiveness and a condition that young participants expect following their 

apology. In that case, the assumption of forgiveness, when not achieved, raises more questions 

about the theoretical aims of RJC. Similarly, where an authentic apology contains forgiveness 

and reconciliation, without the young offender knowing this, questions whether reconciliation 

and successful reintegration can truly occur and whether this positively or negatively impacts 

behavioural change and reduces recidivism. 
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5.4.1 Script vs genuineness  

The interviews evidenced that a vast majority [18] of the young offenders highlighted that as a 

result of seeking forgiveness, this motivated the participants to ensure that the victim viewed 

their apology as genuine and sincere to “put things right” [participant 007]. This awareness of 

the apology sincerity was considered a sign of letting victims know that: “I was really 

[emphasis added] sorry” [participant 019]. Similarly, when asked whether their apology was 

genuine, participant 003 commented: “Yeah, because if it is not genuine, it can’t be a real 

apology… anybody can say sorry for something and not mean it”. Interestingly, when 

considering the motivations to apologise in pursuit of forgiveness, the results included external 

factors where the young offenders were motivated to be forgiven for maintaining a former 

relationship with their victim by resolving the conflict (Lazare, 2004; Struthers et al., 2008). 

For example, participant 003 discussed how he had been thinking about his offence and his 

victim, a former friend, since the transgression until meeting the victim in the RJC. Another 

participant, 009, also referred to their offence and, in the same response, highlighted a 

relationship between the offence and its effect on their victim:  

"It means you are sorry for what you did and stuff. I suppose it makes them [the victim] 

feel better and happier about what has gone on and also that it won’t happen again… 

I think it also means that they can feel better about everything else they want to 

do…well, that’s what I thought in the meeting, you could tell they were happy 

afterwards, they had smiles on their faces anyway… they didn’t before [the RJC]".  

There are many aspects to the apology and seeking forgiveness as a motivator in this response. 

While the academic victim-based literature on apologies suggests that a sincere apology must 

contain elements such as an acknowledgement of the offence where young offenders need to 

accept responsibility for their actions, make attempts to atone for the wrongs they had 

committed, and finally give assurances that the transgression would not happen again. While 

these elements of an apology are needed for an apology to be considered genuine, the RJC 

process itself does raise questions about whether these are free choices of the young offender 

or whether the RJC intervention and its questioning act as prompts to an apology by the way it 

possibly controls responses and how the young people think. The interview data, regardless of 

the possible control the RJC questions may influence an apology being offered by offenders to 

their victims, did continue to support the notion that most young offenders’ motivations for 
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forgiveness were, in their view, only possible through the offering of a sincere apology which 

promoted positive outcomes for both parties. Participant 007, for example, explained: 

“Apologising to your victim for the crime you have committed and making sure that 

you mean what you say, not just pretend to apologise. I mean, you know that what you 

did was wrong and that it hurt the other person, and when you apologise, you want to 

put things right.” 

Participant 007, in this quote, appears to base their decision to apologise on their feelings 

through referencing a ‘want’ to apologise to their victim. When asked about the sincerity of 

their apology, participant 011 suggested that a victim may tell if an apology offered to them 

was genuine or not. They suggest that the tone in which the apology was offered to the victim 

and the way the victim spoke to the young offender was key to the successful apology:  

Researcher: “So, do you think he knew your apology was genuine?” 

Participant: “Yeah, I think so.” 

Researcher: “So in what way do you think your victim knew your apology was genuine?” 

Participant: “Because I meant it, I said sorry for what happened because it was wrong [the 

offence], and I was drunk at the time and didn’t think about what we were doing. 

So, when I apologised, I meant everything that I said, and I think he knew that.” 

Participant 003 similarly recognised that their victim had suffered and was owed an apology, 

showing that the young offenders could also recognise the difference between right and wrong 

when they referenced being ‘younger’ and ‘older’ and applied this to past experiences. This 

claim also identifies that the young offender was able to apply their authentic apology 

appropriately to their offence: 

Researcher: “So, when you say that you would know if someone’s apology was genuine – 

what do you mean by that?” 

Participant: “You know, if someone was rude or stressed when they said it [the apology], 

you would know if the apology was genuine, you know like they’re just saying 

it, but they don’t mean it… It’s a bit like when you were a child and said sorry 

for telling a lie, but it probably wasn’t really that bad, and you say sorry 
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because your mum or dad have told you that lying was bad. But when you get 

older, you sort of learn when to say sorry. I mean, it’s not like walking into 

someone’s way accidentally, but when you really make a mistake when you’re 

older, you don’t just know that something is wrong, but you feel that something 

is wrong, and you want to say sorry because it’s the right thing to do.” 

Subsequently, this response also suggests that whilst a genuine apology by some young 

offenders is important, they are also flexible dependent upon the offence committed and their 

level of understanding and motivation for apologising to their victim. Furthermore, the quote 

highlights that timing between the offences is also significant in that it provides the young 

offender time to think about the offence and its effect on their victim, which may determine 

whether a genuine apology is provided. This relationship between sincerity and timing became 

evident during the interviews, showing that as the RJC went on, young participants became 

more aware of their victims' needs. Participant 004, not using the word ‘depth’ in their 

response, noted the importance of the number of times an apology can be offered to a victim 

before it loses its impact:  

“It’s something you do as a once-off, cos you could keep doing the same thing time, and 

time again […] you can’t keep saying sorry for it, cos then it doesn’t mean anything, 

does it?”  

Participant’s 004 response also relates to the idea that positive behaviour change should come 

from a genuine apology so that an offence is not endlessly repeated. Similarly, several 

participants explained that they recognised the victim's suffering and committed not to repeat 

the offending behaviour. 

Participant 003 subsequently notes the importance of a genuine apology being offered to their 

victim and equally shows that a sincere apology is linked with remorse and empathy: 

“Yeah, because if it is not genuine, it can’t be a real apology as anybody can say sorry 

for something and not mean it, so if you feel remorse, then that means your apology 

must be genuine… and it would mean that you don't respect the other person or their 

feelings.” 

This comment and desire to provide a genuine apology are consistent with Blecher’s (2011) 

study that discounts the therapeutic benefits that a sincere apology is claimed to have for the 
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offender. The significance of the genuine apology from the offender to their victim similarly 

highlights that the participant understands that an apology needs to be perceived as genuine to 

satisfy victims' needs and restore their dignity (Brooks, 1999). These findings were also 

enhanced by the young offenders who referenced a motivation to apologise was further 

provided through a commitment to complete a form of reparation to prove their apology was 

genuine in the pursuit of forgiveness. 

Conversely, in consideration of the motivation for forgiveness, it was interesting that several 

of the participants noted that it was during the act of the apology itself and the “middle bit” 

(Participant 004) of the RJC that was perceived as the turning point at which point hearing how 

the offence had affected their victims was a drive to ensure that their apology was perceived as 

genuine. Therefore, this result suggests that the RJC intervention script prompts and enhances 

the likelihood of an apology to victims. However, in contrast to the voluntaristic nature of RJ 

theory, in practice, it could be considered a coercive intervention that restricts choice and limits 

responses that may appear to promote an apology being offered to victims regardless of 

whether they are truly genuine or otherwise.  

This focus on the needs of victims to receive an apology again shifts the impartiality and 

fairness of all parties during the RJC intervention to one which may favour the victim’s needs. 

This finding would suggest that assurances of impartiality during the RJC and perhaps the 

questions themselves need consideration if all parties benefit from the theoretical aims of RJC 

and how this can be freely achieved in practice.  Ensuring this balance supports the process of 

all parties potentially benefitting long-term through victim healing and receiving a genuine 

apology and positive behavioural change in offenders if they embrace the voluntarism and 

choice that recognises their offending as unacceptable, that victims suffer and are those who 

are owed an apology.  

5.4.2 Reparation 

A further theme that emerged related to motivations for an apology was the reparation task. 

Interestingly, whilst these research responses support that the young participants' apologies 

were motivated by a desire to be forgiven, some also noted that this needed to be reinforced 

through an offer of reparation that seeks to make amends. Conversely, while some participants 

in this research related their reparation tasks as a direct or symbolic gesture that may seek to 

make amends and support their genuine apology, others viewed this as a condition that should 
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lead to automatic or entitled forgiveness from their victim. Participant 006, who completed the 

reparation task, commented: “I completed the work that we all agreed on, and I feel that that 

let them know that I was sorry”. Interestingly, in this response, the young offender appeared 

motivated to complete a reparation task to support or prove the sincerity of the apology they 

have offered. 

Similarly, other young offenders could recognise a link between their offending behaviour and 

the significance of making ‘meaningful’ reparation. For example, participant 004 noted that the 

reparation task was “… to show that I was sorry for what happened and prove that it wouldn't 

happen again”. Participant 006 commented: “Yeah, I was expecting to have to do something, 

like to make some kind of payment for what I had done”. Interestingly, it became evident that 

there were varying levels in which the young participants viewed and understood the reparation 

task's aim as an act that supported their apology to make amends for the loss that the offending 

behaviour had caused their victim. One participant, 009, who appeared to grasp the meaning 

and purpose of reparation, said:  

“Yeah, my probation officer said it was like a thing that showed I was really sorry and 

that I wouldn’t do it again… he also said that it was something you did for the victim 

so that they believed you.” 

Similarly, demonstrating a clearer understanding of reparation, participant 018 commented:  

“Yes, because like I said, I wanted to prove to everyone that I was sorry and by doing 

it [the reparation task], I think I proved I could be trusted and that I was sorry for what 

happened, and I think he [the victim] would be happy that I did it too.” 

In contrast, one of the participants appeared unaware and unable to grasp the reparation task's 

purpose. One participant 020, for example, referred to the reparation task as “community 

service”. In this response, it was clear that the young participant did not relate the completion 

of the symbolic task as confirmation of their apology and how this could make amends to their 

victim. Furthermore, this was supported by the interview data, where it was evident that not all 

the participants could make sense of the reparation task they were expected to fulfil and instead 

perceived this as a form of punishment. This finding is consistent with the academic literature 

on reparation, where it is suggested that confusion around reparation may be attributed to tasks 
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that are not commensurate with the offence committed9. One example of a reparation task not 

being commensurate was for an offence of shoplifting, where one participant 017 took on basic 

litter-picking duties: “Yes, that’s right that’s what I did, they made me pick up rubbish at 

[supermarket name removed] in the carpark”. 

It was important to this participant that while they had completed the reparation task, they were 

unaware of its aim to make amends to their victim. Many young offender participants' 

responses witnessed the unawareness of making amends and showing a commitment to their 

victim's apology during the RJC. Furthermore, this was also the case for completing the 

reparation task, facilitating reintegration into the participant’s community. Overall, the 

interview responses, where a reparation task was proportional to the offence, were perceived 

and understood as more meaningful amongst some participants. For example, for several 

driving-related offences, one participant 010 concerning their reparation task noted:  

“It was agreed that I would have to attend the Motor Project to make me learn about 

the wrong about stealing cars”.  

Similarly, participant 012, concerning their reparation task, explained their understanding of 

this task as something that served more as an advantage to them as opposed to their victim: 

Researcher: “OK, so what was the outcome of the RJC?” 

Participant: “We had to agree to some work for me to do, and because I had been drinking 

that night, we agreed for me to go to Motiv8 and do an alcohol [awareness] 

programme”. 

Researcher: “And did you agree to that?” 

Participant: “Yeah, I had to because they said that they couldn’t make me go, but I would 

have to agree, so I did, and my youth offending officer made a referral to them.” 

Researcher: “And did you complete that programme?” 

Participant: “Yeah.” 

                                                 
9
  Criminal Justice Evidence Act 2003 – Explanatory Notes available:  

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2003/44/notes/division/4/12?view=plain&timeline=true. 
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Researcher: “So, considering you had apologised already for what you had done, do you 

feel it was fair?” 

Participant: “Yeah, I mean it could have been a lot worse for me, you know I could have 

gone to court and prison for what I did, and I think that doing the Motiv8 course 

has helped me, and I have learnt that I need to behave from now because I won’t 

get a second chance.” 

This response was reminiscent of some participants who, when questioned about the purpose 

of the reparation task being limited, appeared not to have taken on board the restorative 

principles behind it. This explanation of the reparation task, if missed, highlights a weakness 

in the RJC process. For example, where reparation came in attending alcohol or drug-related 

rehabilitation programmes, many young participants referred to the task as ‘just something’ the 

participant was expected to do. Therefore, the researcher suggests that illustrating the relevance 

of the reparation tasks needs to be highlighted and explained to young offenders so that they 

are aware of its purpose and symbolism as part of acknowledging their commitment to fulfil 

the aims of the apology and make amends for their victim. The symbolism in this context refers 

to the offender's benefits from stealing goods or money, whereas repatriation is returning an 

asset, an item of symbolic value, or a person—voluntarily or forcibly—to its owner or their 

place of origin or citizenship.  

Interestingly, one participant, 013, acknowledged the need for reparation, although this was 

encouraged by their parent. The participant, although required to complete a reparation task, 

also offered financial compensation to their victim and noted that the victim did not want this: 

“[The victim] wasn’t having a go either, he was just sort of saying that I shouldn’t do 

things like it again… even at the end when we [the participant referring his parent who 

attended the RJC as his supporter, and himself] said that I would pay back the money, 

he didn’t want it.” 

The response above indicates that the participant, while understanding and viewing the 

reparation task as a possible means of addressing the offence, also acknowledges that they were 

expected to repair this harm by compensating their victim – thus making amends for the offence 

– aiding the fulfilment of the theoretical aims of RJC (McCold & Wachtel, 2003; Ministry of 

Justice, 2009). However, offering financial compensation during the RJC may detract from the 

offence and responsibility for the infraction as it may be considered an act that stops the 



 

Page | 93  

 

offender from being accountable. What is interesting about the reparation task is that this is a 

fundamental part and a prerequisite of the RJC intervention to promote reconciliation and make 

amends for the offending that had taken place. The reparation task is far from a choice of the 

young offender, which does perhaps support a compensatory part that should be considered 

during the RJC, yet in these responses, it appears that the participants considered this step to 

confirm and support the sincerity of the apology they may have provided during their RJC. 

With this being a compulsory element of the RJC, this raises some questions about how the 

RJC process controls and influences young offenders to think in a certain way, where some 

may consider this a coercive step that moves away from the voluntariness in the RJC process.  

Whilst Lazare (2005) highlights the need for reparation as an act of reconciliation, making 

amends and which may promote the healing of victims, it is argued that young offenders 

understand its compulsory nature, significance, and aims within the RJC process. In addition, 

it is also suggested that young offenders are encouraged to complete the reparation tasks if they 

feel these actions will support their motivations in seeking forgiveness. However, it is 

suggested that further work is required to understand better how the reparation task process is 

perceived and any of the benefits of both a victim and offender concerning what inhibits and 

promotes the expectations for both parties through the building of legitimacy and positive 

outcomes. 

From the young participant's responses that identified their motivations to apologise to their 

victims, it is clear that the main reason for this was to gain forgiveness from their victims. The 

data above made it clear that the young offenders spoke largely positive about their victims and 

let them know that the apology they received was genuine.  The young participants were also 

aware that their victims would be able to note whether their apology was genuine. In doing so, 

they recognised several parts of what is deemed an effective apology in the academic literature 

(Lazare, 2005). For example, in the data, it was clear that the young offenders clearly outlined 

their offending, that a victim had suffered and that they were owed an apology. Furthermore, 

the young participants also highlighted that most young offenders were aware of the 

significance of completing a reparation task to support the apology they had offered.  

What is contentious here, in the pursuit of forgiveness, is that the RJC script’s questions may 

potentially influence the motivations behind a young offender’s apology and its sincerity and 

whether a genuine apology is provided to the victim or whether the young offender is more 

concerned with receiving a self-focused outcome for themselves. When questioned about the 



 

Page | 94  

 

genuine apology that the young offenders claimed to offer their victims, the former recognised 

that it was upon hearing their victims’ explanations of how their offending had affected them 

that they were compelled to rectify their actions. Each of the young offenders referred to what 

took place during the act of the apology itself, which they highlighted as the pivotal moment 

where they were determined to offer a genuine response in pursuit of forgiveness which we 

now consider.  
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CHAPTER 6: Discussion 

Whether a young offender apologises to their victim is their decision, and the benefits are 

widely reported, there is a dearth of knowledge around how young offenders construct an 

apology in an RJC (Daly, 2006:139; Blecher, 2011). Slocum, Allan and Allan (2011) 

acknowledge that an apology could be understood and constructed in numerous ways, which 

the literature notes are due primarily to the lack of definition attributed to the act and how it is 

applied in practice (Allan, Beesley, Attwood & McKillop, 2014). However, the constructions 

of the young offender participants' apologies in this chapter go beyond defining an apology and 

explore in-depth constructions behind this act - keeping with the interpretative nature of this 

research.  

The findings from this research regarding how the young people constructed their apologies 

show that each step or construct is a standalone part that is perceived, understood, and 

differently viewed by young offenders from how victim research has outlined the expectations 

of an apology explored in the literature review. It should be noted that some of the results are 

similar to Lazare's (2005) four-part apology, where some points were included as the young 

offenders had related these steps to their motivations behind the genuine and sincere apologies 

that some provided to their victims. However, Lazare’s (2005) literature does not necessarily 

represent the apology offered by the young offender participants in an RJC. Lazare’s (2005) 

apology, while flexible, can, however, be applied generally to an interpretation in the criminal 

justice system (CJS) and specifically to RJC used with young offenders on the Isle of Man 

(IOM).  

It was found that within the observations and interviews, some of the stages of an apology were 

similar to Lazare’s (2005) suggested components for an effective apology. These components 

were reinforced throughout the research phases by examining young offenders’ subjective 

interpretations of the apologies they offered during their RJC on the IOM. It should be noted 

that these components did not feature in all of the participants’ responses in respect of the 

apology that they may have offered. However, the participants’ responses were utilised to 

permit a clearer understanding of the narrative of the act of the apology offered by the young 

offenders. Having reviewed the academic literature and the number of different ways an 

apology can be constructed, such as Lazare’s (2005), who suggests that not all apologies are 

the same and that not all components have to be included to be deemed a success, it was evident 

from the data, for example, that where an apology was offered as part of the RJC process,  
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specific acknowledgement of the offence was not expressed partly due to the participants 

thinking this had already done when they pleaded guilty for their offending to receive a Final 

Warning. Following the data analysis, the themes highlighted a close link in how the young 

participants constructed their apologies in an RJC. However, to have a clearer understanding 

of the young offenders’ constructs or elements of the apology they offered, it is essential first 

to gauge their understanding of this which is understood through what happens during the act 

of the apology itself, which when combined adds to the perceived legitimacy of an apology to 

which we now turn. 

6.1 Understandings of an apology 

After considering the data analysis results, the researcher formulated the undermentioned 

definition of an apology. 

“An apology is an acknowledgement of fault regarding a trust violation with an explanation of 

what occurred and a view to repairing the damage and obtaining forgiveness from the victim. 

The act of an apology should empower the offender to feel empathy and commit to not repeating 

the offence. In turn, the victim could reduce their aggressive feelings and improve their general 

impressions of the offender”. 

Interestingly, Gendreau (1996) and Lipsey (2006) noted several issues raised around the 

definition of an apology due to a lack of a sound theory and how this is applied. Whilst not a 

component of the young offenders’ apologies in an RJC, both Lazare (2005) and Dhami (2012) 

suggest that defining an apology is important to ascertain the transgressors' initial 

understanding of the apology. Similarly, Daly (2006) notes that an apology needs to be viewed 

as more than a simple "I am sorry" to one where offenders are required to acknowledge and 

accept responsibility, supporting that the words need meaning ascribed to them for their 

offending behaviour and the offence (Bennett & Dewbury, 1994; Brooks, Dai & Schweitzer, 

2014).  

From the outset of the interviews, some young offenders highlighted the difficulty of providing 

an in-depth understanding of an apology. Instead, they identified the apology through a focus 

on the action of speech and speaking, i.e., "It’s saying sorry for something” [participant 3], 

“You say sorry” [participant 016]. The descriptions suggest that young offenders may have not 

fully understood the role of apology and its function in the RJC process. However, when asked: 

“What do you understand sorry to be?” some participants provided a slightly more detailed 
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understanding of the act. For example, one participant 004 responded: “It’s when you have 

done something wrong to someone… so you have to apologise for it.” Another [participant 

011] said: “It’s where you apologise for something that you did that was wrong to the other 

person because you want to say sorry...” In these quotations, the participant’s initial responses, 

when asked, “What is an apology?” provided simple and limited responses.  

The interview data, at first glance, highlighted that some of the participants explicitly identified 

a victim to whom an apology was owed. For example, one participant 003 commented: “It’s 

saying sorry to someone for something that you have done that is wrong”. Participant 003, in 

their response, as with a vast majority of the others in this research, indicated their 

understanding that not only was an offence committed but that someone had suffered and was 

owed an apology. For example, participant 0020 commented that “Yes, it’s saying sorry to 

someone because they have been hurt by something you’ve done”, and participant 0012 equally 

commented, “An apology, well, that’s where you have to say to the person who you’ve done 

something wrong to… [And] that I was sorry for what I did.”  

Conversely, not all the participants explicitly referred to a victim and fewer to their RJC 

experience. For example, when asked about their understanding of an apology, one participant 

016 commented, “When you say sorry… that’s it, that’s an apology”. The vulnerable nature 

may determine these understandings in this homogeneous group and the complexity of the 

apology and the RJC intervention, which may be attributed to youth offenders' limited capacity 

and characteristics (Suzuki & Wood, 2018). The young participants’ limited responses may 

also be deliberate, where some may use manipulative strategies in certain situations – 

evidencing elements of justice and classicism that may occur during an apology. According to 

Schmidtz (2006), the elements of justice comprise desert, reciprocity, equality and need that 

assist in establishing what people are due in certain circumstances. The element of desert 

focuses on the person's character and interchanges the character of the relationship.  

The questioning also evidences that some young people may not articulate and clearly 

understand an apology based on immature characteristics. However, these findings highlight 

that while some of the participants' understandings are similar, they are unique and may have 

multiple meanings. While the academic literature and the research findings in this study 

highlight the complexity and elasticity in understanding an apology, when applied to specific 

examples, it suggests that a greater understanding of this act is also formed through 

conceptualisation. Other participants also indicated that past experiences influenced their 
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understandings of an apology and made sense of this through bad behaviour in the past. For 

example, participant 007 stated: 

Participant: “I remember taking some money from my Nan once, and I got found out. I mean, 

it was only the once, I’m not a thief or anything, but I couldn’t live it down. I 

felt so bad.” 

Researcher: “So, what happened…when you were found out?” 

Participant: “My grandad said I needed to apologise for what I did.” 

Researcher: “And did you?” 

Participant: “Yeah.” 

Participant 004 similarly commented:  

“When I was little, I used to go out with my friends and stay out longer than I was 

supposed to, and when I got home [late], my dad would have a go at me for it, and I 

would just make up some excuse and say sorry and that I wouldn’t do it again…. But I 

did.” 

This finding highlights that young people are very creative with their explanations for bad 

behaviour and can still make sense of the world in ways that adults may not. Therefore, this 

supports the findings in this research that each understanding was personal and unique to each 

young participant, which supports Slocum, Allan, and Allan’s (2011) suggestion that this is 

due to the lack of a comprehensive theory and definition of an apology. Conversely, Daly 

(2002) argues that an apology is hard to define because people do not understand the 

relationship between its ideals and actions. While these claims may be true for some by way of 

the basic understanding that they provided, one participant, 003, referenced their explanation 

of the ideal and evidenced this relationship to the apology they offered during their RJC: 

“Well, when you have said something to someone which was out of order… you know, 

like when you have slagged their mum off or something. Later, you realise that it was 

bang out of order, so you apologise for it…. it’s the same as when I beat up [victim 

name removed], I mean…. it was out of order, and I felt sorry for him afterwards, so I 

wanted to say sorry.” 
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Participant 019 further explained: “It’s where you say sorry for hurting someone, and you have 

to say sorry for whatever it is that you did so that they know you’re really sorry for it.” They 

further commented: “I had to agree to do some work [shrub clearance and other gardening 

duties in a local park] to show that I was sorry and that it wouldn’t happen again.” In these 

descriptions, the participants subconsciously created an apology typology that highlighted a 

link between an apology's ideals, the motives behind some of the apologies and the act of 

repairing the damage caused to their victim through reparation.  

6.2 Acknowledgement of the offence 

According to the academic literature, acknowledging the offence is one of the essential steps 

that must take place for an apology to be considered effective. The literature suggests that 

acknowledging an infraction is not a simple task, yet an apology cannot start without it 

(Schumann, 2014). Interestingly, Lazare (2005) stresses that offenders must ensure accuracy 

at the initial stage when clarifying the acknowledgement, which is essential and a commitment 

not to repeat the transgression. However, it is recognised that taking part in an RJC requires an 

offender to admit guilt before receiving a Minority Reprimand or Final Warning and consent 

to participating in a face-to-face RJC. The RJC intervention in this instance appears to naturally 

identify the offence and remove the need for a young offender to recognise their victim, as 

accepting the Reprimand or Final Warning as an alternative to a court appearance is considered 

admitting guilt for the violation and subsequently that ‘someone’ a victim has suffered as a 

result. The admission of guilt to receive to Reprimand or Final Warning and a subsequent RJC 

intervention supports Shapland’s (2016) literature, where it is contended that an offender’s 

apology needs to be both vertical, where an apology is offered to the State, and horizontal, 

where the same is offered to the victim, which supports a post-criminal justice response.  

According to the literature (Shapland, 2016), the horizontal apology is where an apology 

achieves forgiveness from the victim to the offender. However, whilst agreeing in part to the 

positioning of the horizontal apology being offered by the participants both in their motivations 

and understandings of the apology they provided, none of the participants referred to a ‘State 

apology’, possibly evidencing how the Minority Reprimand and Final Warning process which 

when agreed upon diverts the young offender away from the court process appears to ignore 

this feature and focuses on the vertical apology. However, the apology being a central feature 

of the RJC is contentious as the approach to accessing the intervention must occur before the 

alternative to a court appearance is circumvented. This offer of an alternative to a court 
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appearance by admitting responsibility for an offence to access an RJC removes the need to 

acknowledge an offence and is therefore considered not part of how young offenders construct 

any apology they may offer during an RJC. However, this approach to acknowledging the 

offence to receive an RJC could collide with the ‘innocent until proven guilty’ human rights 

approach to justice.  A young person accused of an infraction but is innocent may decide to 

acknowledge an offence to avoid the more punitive measures and outcomes associated with 

court sanctions. This approach, therefore, may force a guilty plea and remove the voluntaristic 

nature of the intervention's participation and question the sincerity of any apology provided to 

a victim where the young person was not the offender. When coupled with scripted questions 

that ensure that the victims' constructs of an apology are met, it could potentially question any 

apology and its genuineness through the possibility of the coercive RJC script questions. The 

possible coercion in an offender’s apology was also evidenced in the young offender's 

motivations for their apology. They claimed that during the RJC, discussions between the 

young offender and victim appeared to be influenced through certain nudges and prompts to 

apologise instead of an agency to choose. 

6.3 Nudges and prompts to apology 

In contrast, when applied to the RJC, some participants discussed their relationships with their 

victims through the prompts or questions asked during their RJC, which provided a valid 

recognition of the responsibility that recognises the offence was their fault and not that of their 

victim through recognition of their suffering. This finding is consistent with the academic 

literature by Pace, Fediuk and Botero (2010), who state that recognising the victim's suffering 

is essential to restoring a relationship. In one example, participants 020 recognised themselves 

as the offender and their victim. When asked why they had apologised to their victim, they 

stated: 

 "Because I committed an offence which was wrong and wouldn't like it if it happened 

 to me, and then you want to let the victim know it was wrong, and it's not the sort of 

 thing I do. I wanted to let them know that I was wrong, and I wouldn't do that type of 

 thing again." 

When further asked whether they apologised because they were expected to as part of their 

Final Warning disposal, the same participant responded that not only did they want to apologise 

to their victim but that: “Because I shouldn't have done what I did in the first place [committed 
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the offence] and I wanted them to know I was really sorry and I wanted them to know that I 

don't usually apologise for things, but I wanted to know because it was out of order." 

Furthermore, the lack of freedom in their responses raises concerns about the genuineness of 

the responses as a result of the scripted questions. Referring back to the RJC question, “Who 

has been affected by what you have done?” some may consider it a direct question that could 

steer any response from the young offender by forcing them to explain what went wrong. 

However, when asked this question, not only did this illicit an explanation of what happened, 

but it further supported the young offender’s acknowledgement of responsibility and its effect 

on their victims. When asked, this finding was clear when some participants discussed a deeper 

recognition of acknowledging the suffering they had caused to their victim, which contained 

elements of empathy and remorse. Similarly, a clearer understanding of the apology in the RJC 

was provided by an external influence (their youth offending officer) that shaped the apology 

they offered. The young participants attributed this to their explanation of what went wrong 

and contained an acknowledgement of responsibility. For example, participant 019 

commented:  

"Oh, I talked to my youth officer about this before the meeting. He said that it meant 

that I needed to show that I did the crime and owned up to it and that I would need to 

say what I did and why I did it. Then I would need to answer their questions and be 

honest and listen to them and then apologise for what I did." 

In the quote above, the participant appears to attach a high significance to the 

"acknowledgement of responsibility" through personal reflections on their wrongful actions. 

This variance of "acknowledgement of responsibility" through an “explanation of what went 

wrong” offered by this participant identified that some young offenders, despite having the 

notion of offering an apology under the guidance of their youth-offending officer – which may 

be considered coercive - wanted agency over their apology instead of someone doing this for 

them. This understanding from the responses above also suggests that some participants 

appeared empowered through their explanations of what went wrong and acknowledgement of 

responsibility and the effect this had on their victim and that this suffering was a violation of 

social norms. Whilst there is perhaps concern about the empowerment of an offender during 

the RJC process, it is worth noting that this did not elevate the participants with more control 

over their victims. Instead, this evidences a condition of an apology that the participants seek 

when they want their victim to see that they (the offender) have recognised their offence as a 
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violation, that the victim has suffered, and a desire to repair the damage they have caused. 

These findings support the motivation for forgiveness that the young offenders hoped to 

achieve by apologising to their victims.  

Similarly, the observation data supported this finding. For example, in one observation J003 

dated 29th May 2019, where the young offender was asked the following two questions: "Who 

has been affected by what you have done?” and “In what way have they been affected?” as a 

result of the offence, it was noted: 

Participant briefly described what they (including their friends) were doing at that point. They 

were questioned by the chair and asked more questions – the responses made them think about 

why they did what they did and not their friend. Finally, the description went into detail about 

their part and what they specifically had done – they described who had suffered - mentioned 

the victim sitting in front of them but did not refer to the others such as their supporters. 

During the same RJC observation, the participant was then asked, "What were you thinking 

about at the time?” – The following observational note was recorded: 

Participant appeared confused by the question – it was further explained to them by the 

facilitator – who asked, “Who has been affected by what you have done?” and “In what ways 

have they been affected?” The response from the young person was that they were just ‘out 

and about and got bored and had nothing to do – ‘we didn’t plan any of it’ - the YP then 

apologised for what had happened but was looking at the facilitator when they apologised – 

they appeared to lack confidence and did not make eye-contact with the victim. 

When comparing this observation to Lazare’s (2005) literature, recognising the victim and their 

suffering is one element needed for an apology to be deemed an ‘effective apology’. However, 

although the questions asked of the offender permit and steer them to take responsibility, this 

shows that despite the recognition of the victim, the questions evidence that an RJC script 

restricts the responses that the young offenders could provide. It is argued, therefore, that these 

leading questions control how a young person thinks and how they can respond - removing a 

young offender’s freedoms and instead of prompting them to say certain things – such as an 

apology - which again questions the aims of RJ where the victim literature found voluntary 

apologies to be more genuine.  
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As noted previously in the first question posed by the facilitator, additional questions such as 

“What happened?” and “What were you thinking?” clearly provide an opportunity for the 

young offender to apologise to their victim. "What have you thought about since?” and "Who 

has been affected by what you have done?" also act as prompts that almost influence certain 

thinking and steer the young offender’s responses removing the voluntaristic nature of the 

apology. This finding leaves no alternative for the young offender but to provide the victim 

with an account that recognises their suffering. This approach removes their choice to apologise 

again, which questions the design of the RJC script and whether the apology was genuine or 

otherwise. Similarly, suppose these questions control the option of a free-thinking response to 

one that can be considered coercive or forced by the script. In that case, this is contentious as, 

according to the academic victimology literature, this aspect focuses on apologies that may 

result in them being perceived as insincere and may further negate any possibility of 

forgiveness emerging from the RJC.  

Conversely, while there are concerns around the effect of the RJC questions and the 

genuineness of responses towards a victim, the descriptions provided above by the young 

offender show that where these questions result in the young offender recognising the victim 

but equally accepting responsibility for the resulting pain suffered by the victim this still 

permits them to realise their behaviour was unacceptable to which an apology is owed. Despite 

criticisms on how the RJC script may construct certain thinking and behaviour in the young 

person, by, for example, not allowing freedom but steering the youth into declaring their belief 

in certain things, it is argued that any apology offered to victims as a result were genuine. This 

assumption can be drawn from the motivations of the young offenders who claimed that they 

made genuine and sincere apologies to their victims in the pursuit of forgiveness which was 

further supported by their commitment to complete a form of reparation to support their 

apology. Interestingly, from both the previously discussed motivations for an apology and the 

discussion of the responses provided in the offenders’ explanations, each recognised a victim 

who was owed an apology. Furthermore, despite the argument that the RJC questions prompt 

certain responses, the young offenders also referred to the explanations provided by victims 

about how the offending had impacted them as the main influence behind the desire to offer a 

genuine apology.  

Supporting this finding, one participant, for example, noted: “At the meeting, I just felt so sorry 

for [victim name removed], I mean what she said and the fact that she has a little’en [a child] 
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also made me feel guilty for what we did.” In this response, participant 002 demonstrates 

several factors that may stem from recognising the impact of their offence and equally a 

relationship between their recognition and them offering a genuine apology to their victim. 

Although the participants were not questioned about their own families, it was interesting that 

when participant 002s victim disclosed having a young child, the offence's impact on the 

participant also led to them identifying secondary victims who had also been affected. This 

finding was noted in one of the observations J012 dated 08th July 2019: 

The participant, hearing the explanation of the effect of the offence had on their victim, was 

asked to respond – they started by apologising almost instantly and commented that their 

offence was “bad”, that he should not have hit a girl as that was ‘not right’ – and that his dad 

had told him that hitting women was not right. Unlike the other observations, the YP appeared 

more determined to ensure that the victim knew that he was sorry – a verbal apology was said 

three times. The victim seemed to appear more understanding and sympathetic to the offender 

– where she said she had a similar son. 

These examples show that recognising the victim was further enhanced by explaining how the 

offence had affected them. It was also interesting that the offender was male and their victim 

female or had a child; the apology offered appeared more genuine and sincere. This finding 

was also the case with participant 013s victim, who was elderly; it appeared that where the 

young male offenders had offended a perceived venerable victim, the young offender was more 

determined, emphasised by the “upbeat” positive tone of language and the repetitive (more 

than once) vocal apology, they provided to their victim.  

This suggestion is something that could be further explored in victimology research. 

Interestingly, this is consistent with Lazare’s (2005) academic literature, where he also suggests 

that when an offender fails to apologise and acknowledge their victim, it is often associated 

with the offender's tone of voice. In 14 of the RJCs observed, however, it was recorded that the 

tone of voice and language used by the young offenders was “positive” and “upbeat” and did 

not appear “dismissive” or a simple “utterance or mumbling” of an apology. This finding was 

perhaps a conscious or mutual understanding of respect among the young offenders towards 

their victims. The finding was evidenced in observations J015 dated 14th August 2019, where 

it was noted: 



 

Page | 105  

 

The participant throughout offered responses that were relevant to the questions he was asked 

by the facilitator – they [the young offender (YP)] had a good understanding and provided 

explanations that were concurrent with the offence – no excuses were provided – they 

acknowledged the offence and the victim and apologised for what had happened. They 

maintained eye contact with the victim, but this did not appear as being overconfident and 

controlling. The victim likewise maintained eye contact, but again this did not appear to be a 

battle with control but rather an acknowledgement of each other (respectful). The use of 

language was relevant and understood by both. The tone of language was calm and civil; at 

no point were voices raised – no interruptions to each other’s discussions were had. 

However, whether this was intentional or submissive on the part of the young offenders, this 

may be partly attributed to young offenders' cognitive understanding of the RJC process or 

whether they lacked confidence. This lack of understanding is one of this intervention's 

concerns surrounding the welfare of the young offender in an RJC; however, this provides them 

with a platform to apologise to their victims.  

This finding was supported by one of the interviews with participant 001, who, when asked 

about the overall positives of the RJC, commented: "At first, I was really worried about having 

to attend, and it made me feel sick, but I think when it was all over and done with, it wasn't that 

bad". Whilst noting some of the criticism of the apology provided in an RJC, such as that 

around the script being too formulaic and acting as a prompt to elicit an apology that some may 

consider coercive, the participants all had a basic understanding of an apology and recognised 

their victim had suffered and that they were to blame for this. These findings, as noted, included 

responses that were achieved as a result of the explanations of what had gone wrong, which 

also contained expressions of regret, emphasised through empathetic responses observed and 

provided during the interviews. 

6.4 Influences on apology 

As with the motivations for the apology, it was clear that the young offenders based these on 

the responses provided by their victims following the questions they were asked: “What did 

you think when you realised what happened?” “What impact has the incident had on you and 

others?” and “What has been the hardest thing for you?” These responses influenced the 

young offenders' motivations to apologise and the emotions they experienced, which resulted 

in them apologising to their victims.  Lazare (2005) and other academic literature (see Davis 
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& Gold, 2011) note that an apology must contain certain emotions such as remorse, empathy, 

and shame. The participants identified that it was not when answering their RJ scripted 

questions posed to them but the victims' accounts of how they had been affected by the offence 

that resulted in the young offender deciding whether to apologise to their victims.  

When questioned about their emotions and feelings – where participants were asked, “When 

you heard from the victim about how they felt, how did that make you feel?” more than ¾ of 

the participants (17) identified that only after hearing the victims' responses did this draw out 

feelings and emotions that they experienced. Addressing the point, participant 011 stated: "I 

listened to what they said first about what happened, and then I answered them and then when 

I heard all that, I apologised for it". Another participant 006, when asked, "so when did you 

apologise in the meeting?" similarly commented: "[Pause] … I apologised sort of towards the 

middle bit, after [victim name removed] had said how [the offence] had made them feel …" 

They further commented: "After hearing their story and how I made them feel, I felt really 

bad". Participant 009 also referred to hearing the victim’s explanation of how the offence had 

affected them, stating: "It was after they [the victim] said how what I did made them, like sad 

and stuff". The participant in this response evidence how the victim's explanation brought out 

their emotions and feelings towards their victim, and when asked why they thought their victim 

was “sad”, they commented: "Because they told me how I made them [the victim] feel and I 

didn't want them to feel like that". In each of these responses, the young offender participants 

appear to acknowledge responsibility for their offending and regret for their actions again, and 

as we saw in the previous chapter, these findings enhanced the offer of a genuine apology being 

offered to victims as a motivation for forgiveness, a declaration of repentance supported by an 

offer of repair through a form of reparation. 

Conversely, although Lazare (2005) notes that an offender needs to explain the offence 

adequately to the victim, this must include that the offence was neither intentional nor personal 

and that similar behaviour is unlikely to be repeated. This commitment was evident when one 

participant, 018, stated: 

"Because they said that it had and he was definitely upset by what happened and he 

also explained that he had been ill because of what happened, so when I apologised, I 

meant what I said, and I even said sorry for making him ill, and I said that I would not 

do it again and said that I'd do anything to make up to him for what I did because I was 

in the wrong". 
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In this response, the participants understood an apology and recognised their offence's effect 

on the victim. Furthermore, contained within this response was a commitment from the young 

participant to desist from reoffending. Furthermore, the young participant then explains a need 

to make amends: “to make up to him for what I did because I was in the wrong”. This 

“repairing” approach to the offence that has affected the victim leaves the young participant 

isolated and again influences and draws out feelings and emotions that recognise the suffering 

of the offended. 

The academic literature on how victims construct an apology indicates that those who have 

suffered from an offence require offenders’ apologies to contain certain emotions to be 

considered genuine and provide victims with emotional restoration. Therefore, asking victims 

to describe how an offence has affected them during an RJC would contain and provoke an 

emotional response from the offender. This approach to generating an emotional response 

towards a victim could be perceived two-fold: it may be to illicit a genuine and sincere apology 

(a motivation to an apology) from the young offender but could result in further victimisation 

of a victim who perceives an offender’s apology as emotionless. Non-empathetic offenders 

could be manipulative and classified as having gas lighter personalities, which according to 

Tracy (2016), may be used to confuse the victim, making them doubt their sanity and resulting 

in the questioning of the victim's self-esteem. In contrast, the young offenders, upon hearing 

victims describe how an offence has negatively impacted them, the young offenders who offer 

a heart-felt emotional response could therefore be considered coercive or controlling or at best 

influenced by the RJC responses.  

This approach to promoting an emotional response from the young offender again shows how 

the script constructs certain thinking and behaviour in the young person and does not allow 

freedom to them apologising to their victims, but instead may get children to say and believe 

certain things – removing voluntarism in the RJ theory and principles and making RJC perhaps 

a form of punishment. Victims’ responses further influenced the offender’s explanations of 

what went wrong, and the acknowledgement of responsibility for the effect the offending had 

on victims was further recognised in the research observations and interview data. What was 

apparent was the influence victims had on the young offenders’ responses and how these 

determined whether a genuine apology was offered. For example, in one observation journal 

summary, following the victim's responses that described [summarised response] how the 

offence had resulted in them feeling anxious as a result of their house being broken into and 
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how this had left them unable to sleep through fear that someone was in their home. In response 

to this, the following offender’s observation J007 dated 19th June 2019, was noted: 

Participant looked surprised and immediately looked down at the table. They [the young 

offender] also started to tap [their] foot on the floor, appearing anxious/nervous. They also 

appeared to blush/turn red – would not make eye contact until [they] were spoken to by [the] 

facilitator. When asked for a response, the YP explained what went wrong and expressed regret 

for their actions – an apology followed this. 

In line with the interviews' findings, this observation evidenced how the victim's accounts and 

explanations of how the offence affected them influenced whether they received an apology. 

These findings align with Lazare (2005), who argues that expressions of remorse, shame, and 

humility show that the offender recognises their victim's suffering. Furthermore, research also 

suggests that a transgressor's apology must be heartfelt and fair to achieve emotional restoration 

for victims (Moriarty, 2008).  

Interestingly, restitution as a construct also featured throughout the interview responses where 

one participant 006, who referred to their victim's explanation of how their offending had 

affected their victim, noted: “Well … I apologised because I was sorry for what I did … [the 

apology] it’s like a way of putting things right and saying that you did what you did, but at the 

same time you know it was wrong and that you regretted doing it in the first place”. In this 

understanding of an apology, this response features a construction of an apology that not only 

evidences an expression of regret but also aligns with repentance for the offence. Furthermore, 

the response also contains restitution by expressing a desire to apologise to restore a victim 

emotionally and physically. This finding is consistent with the motivations for the apology 

discussed in the previous chapter, where physical restitution was a desire of the young 

offenders through reparation to support the genuine apology they claimed to have offered their 

victims in pursuit of forgiveness. In addition to the physical form of restitution, it was clear 

that this construction of apology that emotional restitution was also expressed when the young 

participants referred to the emotions they experienced due to hearing how their offending had 

affected their victim. The expression of both physical and emotional restitution in the current 

research suggests that the act of an apology is a delicate sequence beneficial to both victims' 

and offenders' needs.  
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As noted in the previous chapter, forgiveness being one of the motivations and conditions of 

an apology being offered by some young offenders, where this is not achieved, could 

potentially impact them negatively. Conversely, some academic literature notes that an apology 

that shows offenders' emotions to their victims does not automatically lead to forgiveness 

(Tavuchis, 1991). 

Suzuki and Wood (2018) suggest that the complexity of RJC as a concept and process may be 

limited due to the capacity and characteristics of youth offenders. Therefore, it is believed that 

the emotions and expressions featured forthwith cannot be perceived as a formulaic approach 

that provides a full understanding and descriptions of emotions experienced by some of the 

young participants. When asked about their expressions and emotions, some of the young 

offenders did not always respond relevantly to their questions. The interview questions were 

asked and worded the same for all respondents to avoid misinterpretation. It was considered 

that the questions were misinterpreted from the responses provided; the answers were relayed 

back to the participants to ensure that they accurately reflected their answers. This step was 

necessary to ensure neutrality and that the participant was not being led by the researcher or 

their questions to minimise research bias. Despite this, the following expressions and emotions 

experienced from hearing the victims’ explanations and the expression of regret were reported 

by the young offenders, which are now discussed. 

6.4.1 Empathy 

One empathetic response was provided by participant 008, and when asked about the apology 

they offered during the RJC, which recognised the negative impact their offence had, they 

commented: “Because it [the offence] was something that should never have happened”. In a 

further example, participant 015, who was further questioned about whether they apologised 

to their victim during the RJC, commented: “I was sorry for everything that happened, and I 

understood how he felt … and I was sorry for it and that it wouldn’t happen again”. In these 

quotes, the young participants were able to identify their offending and its impact on their 

victims, which was an important factor, according to Lazare (2005). It was also evident in 

participants 008 and 015 responses that these acknowledged responsibilities for the offence 

and equally that a victim was owed an apology due to their wrongdoing. As with the 

motivations for the apology explained by the young offenders, it is also interesting to note that 

hearing the victims’ explanations was a further commitment to forebear, which is again 

consistent with the motivations. 
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Conversely, Tavuchis (1999) notes that an offender who does not recognise their transgression 

is perceived as a possible avoidance strategy. However, none of the participants in this research 

appeared to make excuses that could be construed as defence or avoidance strategies for their 

offending. For example, participant 013, who also recognised the suffering of their victim 

through their explanation, commented: 

“He did tell us how upset he was because of what happened, and he told us that he 

hadn’t lived there long, and his wife had died and that his older kids had all left home, 

and he was on his own. He said that he was worried and stuff since we did that and that 

at first, he thought he was going mad until he realised what had happened… I did feel 

sorry for him”. 

Whilst noting Lazare’s (2005) reference to an avoidance strategy where a victim is not 

recognised as the person who has suffered due to an offence, the participants constructed their 

apology by identifying with the victim's pain. This recognition from the victims’ explanations 

evidenced an awareness of the need to apologise to their victims and equally that their 

offending behaviour was unacceptable. For example, participant 016, when asked about who 

had suffered by their offending, constructed their apology concerning the benefits of an 

apology to their victim and their ‘self’ – they stated: 

“She [the victim] was upset, so she was affected by it, and I wouldn’t have liked it 

happening to me or my family; I would be cross, but I didn’t think - it could’ve been my 

nan [the victim], then I would have been very annoyed.” 

Participants 016 and 020 indicate that simply identifying as a young offender who takes 

responsibility when apologising to their victim results in a naturally empathetic response. 

Participant 020, in their brief response, also referred to their victim; they said: “Yes, an apology 

is saying sorry to someone because they have been hurt by something you done… I mean, you 

know, for the offence I committed”. In these quotes, in recognising their victim, the young 

participants also knew that the offence resulted in them being viewed negatively. The terms 

used such as “affected” and “hurt” in these responses suggest that during the act of the apology 

offered to victims, in the young participants' construction of an apology, they recognised that 

‘others’ (the victims) have suffered as a result of their offending and were owed an apology.  

Furthermore, the young offenders noted that as a consequence of their actions, the offending 

behaviour had long-term consequences that affected the young offender’s previous positive 
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‘self’. In addition, it is clear that to perhaps re-establish this positive perception of themselves, 

the young offenders actively listen to the victim's responses during an RJC intervention, 

creating a space for reflection.  The RJC intervention creating this platform for reflection 

supports the idea that some young participants do not realise both the short and long-term 

impact their offending has on others and that some offend purely as opportunists; to resolve 

this that an apology is owed to victims to satisfy their needs which were consistent with the 

young offenders' motivations to providing a genuine apology to their victims. Labelling theory 

is where deviant acts occur due to labelling by authorities where the actions of offenders are 

deemed to be predictable, sometimes unjustifiably. Therefore, these genuine apologies may 

provide a platform that permits the young offender to shed any negative label that others may 

place on them, which is perceived as deviant from standard cultural norms – consistent with 

the labelling theory (Becker, 2003). 

Interestingly, participant 020 using the term “I didn’t think” could be perceived as a 

manipulative strategy where the young participant puts their “self” and “needs” first, ahead of 

their victims; the observation and interview data evidenced that this was not the case. The 

results highlighted that a young offender’s construction of an apology included a need to offer 

an apology and to recognise the pain caused to a victim due to their offending but equally 

emphasised the power and healing potential of an apology. This finding and descriptions of the 

pain and suffering of the victim by the offender, to some degree, therefore, is consistent with 

Armour and Umbreit’s (2006) suggestions that an apology promotes ‘dissonance and humility’, 

which allows an offender to recognise past transgressions and recognition of commonalities, 

rather than differences between an offender and their victim.  

According to Davis (1983), little is known about young offenders' emotional maturity, where 

empathy is the cognitive ability to understand others' viewpoints and share their feelings. 

However, emotions and feelings are important in an RJC because youth offenders are expected 

to listen to victims and understand the effects caused by their crimes (see Suzuki & Woods, 

2018). For victims, offenders' apologies must contain empathy but not excuses to show that the 

apology they receive is genuine and sincere. A further interview response that contained 

empathy was provided by participant 018: 

“I committed an offence which was wrong … and then you want to let the victim know 

that it was wrong, and it’s not the sort of thing I do…I wanted to let them know I was 

wrong, and I wouldn’t do that type of thing again”. 
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Conversely, through the RJC observations and the interviews, the researcher found that the 

participants appeared more concerned for the victim's feelings than themselves – questioning 

the self-focused apology and its application by young offenders in the RJC process. In this 

response, an element of the identified ‘self’ focused apology where the young offender did not 

want the victim to perceive their offending behaviour as typical. Through this finding, it is 

recognised that there was a close link between empathy and remorse. The participants 

evidenced this by admitting the offence and recognising the victim's suffering.  

6.4.2 Remorse 

Research on the theoretical understanding of empathic and remorseful responses has been 

controversial. While some have tended to support that this is primarily cognitive, Mulford 

(2004) theorised that an individual's understanding of remorse is based on age, social 

environment, and characteristics. Lazare (2005) contends that remorse is a deep emotion 

experienced by an offender when expressing regret that people experience when doing 

something wrong. In support of Lazare's (2005) work, remorse was evident in the young 

participant's responses. For example, one participant 001 replied that after hearing the victim’s 

responses during the RJC, they commented: “so it did make me realise it was bang out of order 

what I did”. Similarly, noting the victim's body language, the same participant said: “she looked 

really upset in the meeting, and at one point she looked like she was going to cry …it made me 

feel bad really, cos that wasn’t what I wanted to do …I mean we were just having a laugh”.  

When the participants were asked: “What does remorse mean to you?” some participants 

paused before responding and still appeared uncertain about their answer and could not provide 

a clear definition or an example. Mindful of research bias from the responses, the answers 

provided were not challenged, but it was felt, for example, that some confusion appeared where 

one of the participants repeated the term and provided an answer with what they thought the 

researcher wanted to hear - participant 003 said:  

“I was remorseful for what I did …but I would say I felt more remorse after [victim 

name removed] told me how she felt and stuff …god, that was bad listening to that; she 

was proper sad and stuff”. 

Interestingly, another participant, 006, also demonstrated how their thought process was ‘self-

focused’, where they did not have feelings or emotions towards the victim before the RJC. 
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However, during the RJC, this changed, and feelings of remorse were provoked toward their 

victim: 

"I was thinking before the meeting about how I would feel if someone did the same to 

me. In the meeting, when [victim name removed] explained how what I did affected her, 

then what I had thought about before made me realise what I did was wrong, I did feel 

so sorry for making [victim name removed] upset …I didn't want any of that". 

Another participant, 004, when having heard the victim’s responses, also expressed remorse 

towards them. This finding also evidenced that those young offenders who felt that the RJC 

intervention they had experienced deepened their understanding of the emotions they felt and 

enhanced their reasons for wanting to apologise to their victim: 

"Because it gives them answers to the questions he asked and let him know that I was 

sorry and didn't mean it, it also lets him know that it won't happen again and that I 

didn't choose or want him to feel worried about things and that I wasn't a bully. The 

apology also shows that I felt sorry for him and understood where he was coming 

from…he knew I was sorry for what I did, and it wouldn't happen again". 

The young participant using the term "and [the offence] wouldn't happen again" displayed 

remorse and identified a more in-depth understanding of an apology and how it benefits both 

the victim and them. Another participant, 007, similarly showed that they had remorse for their 

victim, equally expressed in their response, the benefits of which contained emotions towards 

their victim – they explained:  

"After the hearing the story and how I made them feel, I felt really bad, but after saying 

I was sorry, I could see, like relief on their face, so it made me feel quite relieved".  

A final illustration was provided by participant 009 where clarity of the terms remorse had been 

described to them – they commented: 

"Yes, remorse, well yes, I think so … remorse I suppose because after I heard their 

story, I really had this strange feeling … you know like guilty, but also really sorry for 

them for what they went through because of me". 

These references from the research interviews' responses evidenced a variance in 

understanding young offenders' remorse. Considering the significance of the victims' 
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constructs of an apology where they want to see expressions of remorse, one participant 

004emphasised and associated the word regret with feeling “bad” about the offence and 

recognised the pain suffered by their victim. Participant 004 stated: "I mean, it was wrong [the 

offence] … I was showing off at the time and even when I look back on it … I felt bad for what 

I did, and I wanted to apologise". 

Lacey and Pickard (2015) noted that this might be attributed to a limited capacity to understand 

and express the truth owed to their victim and the associated pain, guilt, and shame when 

apologising. Supporting this finding further, many young participants did not use words such 

as "remorse", which it felt supported a limited understanding of these terms. The researcher 

checked with the participant whether they understood what remorse was; participant 005 

articulated that: 

“Well [long pause], you know, you have to know that you’ve done wrong, and the guilt 

is something you feel until you have apologised, and remorse is feeling sorry for the 

victim for what you’ve done”. 

Whilst it can be sure that this participant understood the question and reported experiencing 

some emotions, they were confused about what they felt. For example, when asked about 

remorse, the participant referenced their feeling as “guilt”.  The feeling of guilt was also 

referred to by participant 015 when asked about their feelings during the RJC, and they noted: 

“I felt guilty, and it just felt like it was a bad thing … I felt bad about it”. Guilt is associated 

with the offenders' feelings that are detrimental to their ‘self,’ however, it was felt that the 

young participants did not associate or relate the term's use as a feeling or emotion.  

In contrast, the participants used guilt as outward remorse for their victim's feelings. For 

example, participant 016 commented: “She [the victim] was very upset … I wouldn’t have liked 

it happening to any of my family”. The participant, whilst recognising their victim's suffering, 

provides insight into their feelings by comparing this to how they felt should they or their 

family members be victims of an offence. When going through the participant's responses, it 

was concluded that they felt guilty for what they had done; however, this was not self-focused. 

The participant explained that they felt guilty, evidencing a continuation in the primary feelings 

that guilt was aligned with remorse towards their victims'. 

While some of the previous findings related to understanding, construction, and emotions felt 

by the participants, it was further evidenced during the discussions surrounding emotions that 
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some participants were concerned about how others perceived them. For example, the young 

participants referred to their apologies and feelings and explained that failure to recognise these 

emotions could negatively impact their 'self'. For example, participant 009 evidenced this point 

in the following response: 

Researcher: "So, when you said sorry, what were you feeling?" 

Participant: "Well, I felt really sad". 

Researcher: "But why was that?" 

Participant: "Because they told me how I made them feel, and I didn't want them to feel like 

that. I'm not a bad person, and when I did it…I didn't mean any of that to 

happen". 

This last comment and the previous extracts from the research data provide insight into the 

feelings that young offenders experience during their RJC and how they can hold themselves 

responsibly for their offending behaviour (Hayes, 2005).  

Another participant 001, again, while regret could be assumed in their response, also evidenced 

desistance and a commitment to forbear and refrain from further offending as a result of the 

feelings they experienced: "I was sorry for what happened and wanted to tell them [the victim] 

that it wouldn't happen again, and [that] they'd forgive me for it, and then I could get on with 

my life". Furthermore, it also shows that due to the heartfelt response and a commitment not to 

offend, this was assumed that the victim would forgive them, which was consistent with the 

motivations and a condition of an apology (discussed in the previous chapter).  

The purpose of meeting victims and accounting for their behaviour is consistent with Presser 

(2003), who induces that an offender's remorse is a positive step with long-term effects. 

Supporting this finding, one participant 012 commented: "Yes, I admitted I made a mistake, 

and it was my fault … I felt really bad for it, and I felt sorry for them and how I made them 

feel". Furthermore, this quote and the above evidence that some participants experienced 

different and unique emotions during their RJC. Due to the varied responses that the young 

offenders described when speaking of the emotions they referred to, it is also possible that the 

participants could not comprehend or describe remorse, empathy or other emotions.  However, 

it is possible that emotions were experienced and recognised as an organic link between 
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responsibility, regret, remorse, and empathy, which influenced and motivated the young 

offenders to provide a genuine apology to their victims.  

6.4.3 Shame or embarrassment 

Shame and embarrassment are also featured during the thematic analysis of the results. When 

discussing with the young participants during the interviews, there was some confusion when 

describing these feelings. The inclusion of shame and shaming has been generally recognised 

and associated with RJ since Braithwaite's (1989) Reintegrative Shaming Theory (the RST) 

was used to develop the RJC intervention. Maruna (2006) notes that shaming is distinctly 

broad, but this may be evidenced through the offending's disapproval by discussing how 

offenders hear about their behaviour and how this has impacted their victims. During the 

interviews, for example, one participant 012 noted: 

"It was just a one-off [the offence], and when I met [victim name removed], and he told 

me that he was angry when it [the offence] first happened, he was sound with me. He 

[the victim] was all right, and I wanted him to know that I don't usually do things like 

this …." 

In this quotation, the offending behaviour is perceived as shameful rather than the offender. 

Braithwaite (1989) explains that shaming needs to be reintegrative, yet little about shame's 

disapproval is understood. Conversely, where shame is positive, this affirms an offender's value 

while disapproving of their behaviour. Therefore, the difference between the ideal of shame 

and Braithwaite’s (1989) claims results in less stigmatisation of the offender and enables them 

to reintegrate into their communities by making amends. Conversely, the research results 

evidenced that some young offenders may not understand the single shame ideal identified in 

Braithwaite’s RST but instead associated this with a feeling of guilt reminiscent of empathy 

towards their victim.  

With the expression of shame in an apology, Lazare (2005) suggests that these are usually 

verbalised through statements such as, "My action is not a reflection of the person I am” –

reminiscent of remorse. Similarly, in the interview data, expressions of shame were also present 

in the earlier response by participant 009 (above), who did not wish to be viewed negatively 

due to their offending - where they stated: “I’m not a bad person”. Interestingly, this research 

identified that young participants distinguished shame as a single emotion and an 

interconnection between remorse and replaced it entirely. Many of the participants 
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demonstrated shame in two distinct ways. During the observations, several of the journal 

entries reflected similar responses. One entry, for example, noted: 

Did not make eye contact with the victim even when they [the offender] had to speak. They 

appeared quite upset. Sat looking at the floor for most of the RJC. Apologised x2 to the victim 

verbally during the RC. X2 (the second apology), their apology was followed by a comment, 

“this is not the sort of thing I do normally”. 

Similarly, participant 013 also emphasised the importance of not wanting themselves being 

perceived as a bad person but one who had made a mistake 'once' and was committed not to 

repeating the behaviour; he stated:  "I just said that I was sorry and that I hadn't done it before 

and wouldn't do it again and I told him that I wanted to give him his money back". The 

participant’s response demonstrated that the apology offered to the victim drew out a feeling 

of shame and highlighted that the young offender's self-concept was broad and that their 

offending behaviour was not a true representation of who they were. The young participant's 

shame was driven by a desire to apologise to their victim and by the participant’s desire to 

improve how others perceived them and how remorseful they were for their criminal behaviour. 

Some participants also suggested that their apology showed a commitment not to repeat this 

behaviour. This finding would support a relationship between shame, remorse, and a further 

commitment not to reoffend.   

During the discussions around the participants' emotions, in response to the apology they had 

provided to their victims, it should also be noted that guilt and shame were often associated 

with embarrassment. Burton (2014) suggests that, although intense, embarrassment is the 

discomfort experienced when some aspect of the 'self' is threatened or revealed to others. 

However, contrary to Burton’s (2014) example and the confusion concerning the emotions and 

feelings experienced during an RJC, one of the young participants 018, when asked about 

feelings of guilt and shame, commented: "It wasn't the apology that was embarrassing, but 

when you have to explain why you did it, that was embarrassing as it makes you realise that 

I'd been stupid."  

Similarly, another participant, 014, explained:  
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"I mean I wanted to say sorry for what I did, and I was well embarrassed for what I did 

… so I said sorry for all that because it was right, and then I said that I wouldn’t do it 

again, not like just to him [the victim] but everyone." 

This quote highlights that, similar to the emotions and feelings of regret and empathy, shame 

and embarrassment create confusion and are contentious in a criminology sense, raising 

questions surrounding the apology mechanism (Karp, 2000). For example, some of the 

questions relate to how both are perceived and indeed operate in this setting, which is of great 

significance, especially when considering the young offender's understanding and views 

surrounding the emotions they experience - generated as a result of the apology and the reasons 

they provide this to their victims during an RJC.  

The participants referred to shame and embarrassment; these terms were often intertwined and 

reflected the emotions of remorse and empathy. However, it highlights that these responses 

contain a natural link between emotions that recognise an offender’s acknowledgement of 

responsibility for the offence and a victim to whom the apology was owed. Furthermore, the 

responses also identified that the emotions reported are unique and have multiple meanings. 

Supporting this claim, one participant 020, when asked about empathy, stated: “Yes, I think I 

had some empathy because if anyone committed a crime against me, no matter what it was, I 

would be really pissed off”. Another participant, where several explanations of different 

emotions were explained and a specific question asked whether they felt remorse for their 

offence, commented: “No, I don’t think so, I mean, I felt guilty, but I don’t think the manager 

was upset about it, I think he was more annoyed with us”. 

Overall, during the RJC observations and interviews, the young participants did not appear to 

place their feelings in their self-interests but reported that these were enhanced upon hearing 

victims’ explanations of how the offence had affected them. Instead, both research methods 

and the data gathered resulted in the researcher interpreting the young participants' subjective 

responses as reflecting remorse and empathy. The findings also support a link between remorse 

and empathy in the empathetic responses that recognise the victim who has suffered. In the 

same discussions with the young offenders, there was also a link between their explanations of 

what went wrong, acknowledgement of responsibility, regret and victims' explanations that 

provoked and evidenced the offenders’ feelings of emotions towards their victims. 
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These findings also suggest that the RJC questions provided in the script may influence, 

prompt, and coerce some young people to apologise to their victims as the RJC restricts and 

controls what is said and felt by the young offender during their RJC. These actions and feelings 

may question any apology a young offender may provide and its sincerity. For example, are 

these apologies really genuine or merely tactics that control thinking and emotions and restrict 

the young offender’s free choice whether to apologise or not to their victims. Contrary to this, 

however, it is clear from the responses that the victim’s explanations provoked emotions and 

the motivations to offer a sincere apology to their victims. However, to consider the 

genuineness of an apology, what is clear both in this chapter and the previous is that each young 

offender discussed the influence the RJC had on their futures, including positive behavioural 

change, a commitment to forbear and reoffending 

6.4.4 Behavioural change  

Behavioural change was also discussed with the young offender participants and what 

influence the apology may have had. It was acknowledged by the young participants on a broad 

level that their RJC experience and the apology they offered had positively influenced a change 

in their offending behaviour. In evidencing this, one participant, 004, stated that:  

“It [the offence] made me realise how stupid I was and how people feel when these 

things happen to them, and when I apologised, it was genuine because I felt sorry for 

him [the victim], and it was bang out of order”. 

The participant added, “Yeah, the whole thing [the RJC] has made me stop and think twice 

about things now”. A further participant 012, similarly commenting on a positive change in 

their behaviour since apologising to their victim during their RJC, noted: 

“It seems like something [the offence] that just happened in the past, and now I’m just 

getting on with things, and I haven’t done anything wrong since … nobody has said 

anything about it anymore …well, a few mates have, but I just told them to leave it”. 

This response by participant 012 supports the idea that the RJC intervention and their apology 

led to a positive change in their behaviour and a long-term commitment not to reoffend. The 

participant's long-term view not to reoffend was evidenced by refusing to talk about the offence 

with friends. Upon further probing during the interview to confirm the meaning behind the 

response, the participant confirmed that the RJC and meeting their victim were the main 
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reasons for their decision not to reoffend – again supporting the classicism theory. Furthermore, 

when they were asked whether the apology they offered to their victim was an aspect of the 

RJC that made them think about future behaviour, the participant agreed that their apology had 

played a part in the overall decision. Although mentioning the apology, this finding was unclear 

and raised questions about the apology's independent role in the RJC process on behavioural 

change. 

Overall, the young participants referred to what could be imagined as ‘positives’ throughout 

the RJC associated with positive behavioural change. However, this finding does not recognise 

that the young participants' apologies outweighed any other aspect or process in the RJC. The 

data showed that the entire RJC process, not solely the apology, positively impacted and 

influenced behavioural change, which supports the overall legitimacy of the intervention. To 

illustrate legitimacy and the positives of the RJC intervention, one participant 014 said: “No, I 

wouldn’t do it again [the offence], not like just to him [the victim] but everyone, like I would 

stop getting in trouble”. A further participant 010 referred to another point in the RJC that had 

influenced their decision not to reoffend and attributed this partly to meeting the victim face-

to-face. A further participant, 009, when asked about whether the apology or any other part of 

the RJC resulted in positive behavioural change, they appeared to attribute this to the entire 

experience: 

“Yeah, because I think it will make me think before doing any stupid again and getting 

myself in trouble again …Anyway, things have changed since then; I’ve settled down 

now, I have a job, so I don’t think I’ll be getting in trouble again.” 

A further participant (006), when asked about whether the RJC will change their behaviour, 

similarly commented: 

“I need to think before I go and act on what I think has happened … [this] has made 

me realise that doing this is not good and that jumping to conclusions is wrong and can 

damage friendships”. 

Participant 006, noting that their RJC experience was positive and had resulted in a positive 

behavioural change, stated: “It’ll make sure that I stay out of trouble and not act the way I did. 

And it’ll make me think twice hurting anyone”. 
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Interestingly, some young participants perceived the positives and legitimacy, and their 

behavioural change was also related to the RJC and how this experience had influenced them. 

Furthermore, the response by participant 009 also informs us of the importance and 

significance of them feeling reintegrated through the term “settled down”. The same participant 

also enhances a significant factor that “I have a job now” may reduce reoffending.   

Whilst positively influencing behavioural change in the young participant, these comments 

question the intervention's equality for both victim and offender in RJC practice. The responses 

here refer to the offenders’ benefits but do not explain how the victim and the wider community 

may have benefitted from the apology they received during the same intervention. However, it 

is argued that by fully understanding RJC “theory” and “practice”, a better understanding of 

the role of apology will be identified and go partway to meeting the needs and benefits of both 

victims and offenders. 

6.4.5 Commitment to forbear 

Dhami (2012) reinforces that transgressor, during an RJC, where an apology is offered, that 

forbearance was least common in most cases. This finding was consistent with the 

observational data, where a commitment not to repeat an offence was only verbalised during 

three observations. In contrast, in the interview data, where the young participants were asked 

why they apologised to their victims, forbearance was featured in many interview responses. 

For example, participant 013 stated: 

“I just said that I was sorry and that I hadn’t done it before and wouldn’t do it again 

and I explained that I wanted to give him his money back, but he didn’t want it ... I was 

surprised when he said that and I wanted to give it to him back, but he kept saying no”. 

A further participant, 008, referenced forbearance in the following discussion; when asked 

what they said to their victim when apologising, they responded: 

Participant: “I was just following my mates and realised and then explained I wasn’t just a 

little sheep and should have done what I wanted to and not just followed 

others…. also if there was any way that I could make things better or anything 

else …. I also promised it would never happen again and that they would forgive 

me for what I did.” 
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A further participant, 011, also commented that: 

“You know, it means that you can make things better by apologising to them, that you 

get them [understand them] and that … I was wrong, and I won’t do things like it 

again.” 

These responses illustrated that where an apology was offered to victims, while a young 

offender explained their offence, their commitment not to repeat this behaviour was also 

important. Contrary to this finding, the commitment not to reoffend appeared to be a conscious 

decision that young offenders made through their own fruition. For example, in a more in-depth 

response, participant 018 commented: 

Researcher: “What can you tell me about your understanding of the apology that you made 

in your restorative justice conference?” 

Participant: “Apologising to your victim for the crime you have committed and making sure 

that you mean what you say, not just pretend to apologise. I mean, you know 

that what you did was wrong and that it hurt the other person, and when you 

apologise, you want to put things right.” 

Researcher: “Did you apologise to your victim?” 

Participant: “Yes” 

Interviewer: “Why?” 

Participant: “Because I committed an offence which was wrong and I wouldn’t like it if it 

happened to me, and then you want to let the victim know it was wrong and it’s 

not the sort of thing I do … I wanted to let them know that I was wrong, and I 

wouldn’t do it again”. 

The findings identify a possible link between the explanations behind the apology and positive 

behavioural change as with the quotations above expressed forbearance. This research found 

that desistance and positive behavioural change featured in 18 of the young participants' 

interviews, where they related their apology to victims' needs and committed not to reoffend. 

Conversely, during the interview with participant 018, although negative about the apology 

they offered to their victim, they recognised that an apology might help the victim heal.  
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6.4.6 Reoffending 

Whilst the literature on RJC and its impact on recidivism is inconsistent, according to McCold 

(2006), reconviction studies must be treated with caution. Hayes and Daly (2003) concluded 

that reoffending was less likely when young people were observed as remorseful during 

forming the RJC agreement and where this was consensual. Shapland et al. (2008) found that 

offenders reported apologising to their victims was a contributory and positive part of the RJC 

process. This study showed that 30% of the participants reported that their apology to their 

victim influenced their positive behaviour. Whilst (25%) could not provide a specific point, 

and the remaining (45%) attributed this to the entire RJC experience, the apology's long-term 

effect attributed to a reduction in reoffending is contentious. McCold (2006) suggests that a 

reduction in reoffending following an RJC “would be unique in that regard and … the greatest 

discovery in criminal justice history with implications well beyond criminal justice”.   

When asked about reoffending since the RJC intervention, the young participants were asked 

whether their apology to their victims impacted this. One participant, 007, stated: “[The 

apology] made me wake up and realise that I’m not a kid anymore and won’t get away with 

this sort of thing again, and if it did happen, I’d probably go to prison”.  Another participant, 

019, commented that since their RJC, "It ended up helping me, and things have been better 

since then, and I’ve not been in trouble since”. These responses would indicate that the young 

offenders' feelings due to hearing the victims' explanations about how the offence affected them 

influenced their decision to apologise and not reoffend. Some of the young offenders' reasons 

evidenced this by stating that it was not specifically the apology that resulted in them not 

reoffending. For example, participant 004 commented: 

“I think the whole thing (the RJC) made me realise how stupid I was and how people 

feel when things happen, and when I apologised, it was genuine because I felt sorry 

(for the victim) … So, yeah, the whole thing has made me stop and think twice about 

things now”.  

Therefore, whether the apology or any other specific element in the RJC process influenced a 

reduction in reoffending is questionable from these interview responses.  

In the responses relating to behavioural change, it is clear that many young participants related 

this to the entire RJC intervention rather than the apology they offered. This finding is 

consistent with Shapland et al. (2008) research on RJC, where those who did not offend post-
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RJC reported that this decision was down to the positive experience from meeting their victims 

and their explanation offered to them.  The varying responses provided in these quotes would 

also suggest that where the participants apologised to their victims, these were based on varied 

and unique individual reasoning and, in some instances, influenced by - though not limited to 

- the victims' responses. 

In summary, it is suggested that the apology offered to victims was influenced by emotions of 

remorse and empathy felt by the young offenders following the victims’ explanations of how 

the offence had affected them. The feelings motivated the young offenders to apologise to their 

victims. This research suggests that whilst young offenders were aware that they felt emotions 

during the RJC after listening to victims’ accounts, they were unsure. This finding highlight 

participant confusion when answering questions about these. Therefore, it is suggested that the 

young offenders explore the harm caused to their victims and discuss emotions with them 

before the RJC to clarify the words such as remorse and empathy. This approach may lead 

young offenders to understand their emotions and prepare them for these should they be 

experienced during the intervention. These steps to ensuring the apology in the RJC also need 

to be applied to how an apology relates to an offer of reparation. The reparation task and its 

symbolic gesture that symbolises and supports a commitment to the apology an offender offers 

to their victim must also be explained pre-intervention. The young offender understands how 

this relates to their apology and does not lead to them resenting their victim. 

Regardless, as we saw previously, as a motivation to offer an apology, some offenders did so 

as a condition where the participants expected to be forgiven for their offending. These findings 

where apologies were provided to the victim led to reintegration and positive behavioural 

change. However, where this is not achieved, the young offenders seeking forgiveness must be 

explained and managed effectively in all pre-intervention discussions with their youth-

offending officer. This approach may stop young offenders from resenting their victims, the 

community and the State and a continuation of reoffending. Conversely, this research could 

not determine what impact the apology had on reoffending, if any. The final chapter will 

summarise the key findings presented in this thesis and consider how these can be integrated 

to form a best practice model. 
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CHAPTER 7: Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

This research embraced an interpretative approach to examine the subjective interpretations of 

young offenders’ understandings and views of an apology in the restorative justice conference 

(RJC) process on the Isle of Man (IOM). The research illustrated that an apology could be 

understood through the young offenders’ motivations for offering an apology and what occurs 

during the act. The findings propose just one unique way an apology during an RJC is 

understood and viewed through practice on the IOM. Much of the previous research and 

academic literature has focused on victims’ needs and their constructs of an apology they feel 

they deserve should they have suffered from a transgression. For the first time, this research 

has provided a foundation to understand the components in a young offender’s apology that 

may be offered in an RJC on the IOM. This view is achieved by considering the motivations 

behind the apology and the apology act itself. However, approaching caution, the conclusion 

also includes a discussion of how the RJC may prompt, steer and possibly coerce an apology 

through the RJC script questioning the genuineness of any apology offered during the 

intervention.  This outcome is deemed the most significant contribution to this thesis and will 

be discussed to summarise the key findings and provide some foundational knowledge on 

forming a construct of young offenders’ apologies in an RJC. 

 

7.1 Forgiveness and reparation 

 

 Having discussed why the young offenders wanted to apologise to their victims, two main 

elements were attributed to this area. Forgiveness from their victim was the most prevalent 

denominator the young offenders referred to. While the academic literature suggests that the 

desire to be forgiven consists of internal and external factors, most young participants noted 

that their seeking and desire to be forgiven resulted from hearing their victims’ explanations 

about how their offence had affected them. Furthermore, the work of Lazare (2005) similarly 

notes that forgiveness may take time and is the victim's decision through what they experience 

or witness during an RJC when they are provided with an apology for a transgression. One 

such construct of a victim’s apology is to be recognised as the victim who has suffered. The 

offer of an apology to victims is, therefore, essential to the healing of victims; while this 

remains their decision to forgive their transgressors, the time it may take for young offenders 
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to receive confirmation of this as it creates a dilemma that could potentially impact positive 

behavioural change if this motivation is not fulfilled. 

 

Interestingly, the young offenders felt that as part of their motivation to seek forgiveness, this 

could be fulfilled through a reparation task that supported the apology they provided to their 

victims and was genuine. Due to the offenders offering a ‘genuine’ apology supported by the 

offering and completing a reparation task, they considered forgiveness almost an entitlement. 

Therefore, it is considered that the fulfilment of the reparation tasks to support their apology in 

the pursuit of forgiveness was considered a condition to the apology they provided their 

victims, which is not referenced in any of the previously mentioned academic literature. The 

young offenders partly expressed that forgiveness was a reciprocal right that should be 

provided to them, almost like a compromise or payment for apologising. 

 

The RJC intervention, however, where an apology was offered to victims, could result in the 

act of apologising as being construed as something that is a ‘self-focused’ or ‘self-serving’ 

motivation that was offered to be granted forgiveness and a lesser punitive intervention as 

opposed to a court sentence. Contrary to this self-focused position, the act of reparation is an 

interesting equilibrium that balances out this view. In this study, the young offenders felt that 

the offer of reparation would be evidence that their apology was sincere. In light of these 

findings, I argue that while forgiveness is a choice of the victim, this may take time and depends 

on the success of the young offender’s apology. This finding is an element of the RJC apology 

process that requires careful consideration when handling any misconceptions perceived by the 

young offender. It could be postulated that an explanation of forgiveness is explored with a 

young offender before an RJC takes place so that the building of a relationship between 

forgiveness is managed effectively to avoid disappointment and negative misconceptions that 

could potentially have a disastrous impact on positive change in an offender’s behaviour. 

 

7.2 Acknowledgement of responsibility  

 

From listening to the victims’ explanations, the young offenders’ responses did not appear to 

acknowledge the offence, and the offence itself was not mentioned. According to the young 

participants, these explanations of the effect of the offending on their victim also extended to 

secondary victims. This was evident when in one example, their victim reported having a child 

with which they were worried for their safety. This finding is arguably important, as Lazare 
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(2005) notes that without acknowledging the offence and describing the act, an apology cannot 

occur. What is also important and described in the academic literature suggests that RJC is an 

intervention that provides opportunities for young offenders to offer both a vertical (a state 

apology) and a horizontal apology directly to their victim (Dignan, 2017). The academic 

literature suggests that these two constructs are inseparable, yet the interview data suggested 

this was not the case as many of the young participants recognised the apology to their victim 

but failed to refer to the apology as the vertical apology. 

 

While the RJC intervention on the IOM requires an offender to accept and recognise their 

offending to be offered as a Final Warning or Reprimand, none of the participants in their 

responses appeared to recognise that the state had been affected, and neither did they express 

in their responses acknowledgement of the offence they had committed directly to their victims. 

The young offenders were more focused on acknowledging their victims to whom an apology 

was owed, which may result from them assuming that this acknowledgement was not needed 

as they had agreed to participate in the RJC intervention was sufficient, or due to the young 

offenders’ failure to understand due to their immaturity or characteristics (Suzuki & Woods, 

2018). 

 

This finding perhaps conflicts with the use of RJC in the IOM, where young offenders have to 

admit guilt for their offence to qualify for a Final Warning or Reprimand, where the alternative 

is a Juvenile Court hearing. In contrast, I would suggest that this research where the young 

offenders emphasised responsibility to the victim who has suffered due to their offending fails 

to recognise the vertical apology entirely. I would argue that the participant's responses only 

align with the horizontal apology, which is determined by the motivation in seeking forgiveness 

from their victim. This finding, it is argued, also supports the idea that the RJC intervention 

may only be considered “partly” restorative where all parties who may have suffered from any 

offending are excluded from the RJC process. 

 

7.3 Victim/offender explanations   

 

While the academic literature suggests that in the constructs of victims who have expressed 

that for any apology to be considered genuine and sincere, the apology act must contain and 

relay the emotions being experienced by the offender, according to Moriarty (2008), the act of 

the apology itself must be heartfelt to achieve emotional restoration for victims. In this 
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research, there were many emotions that the young participants claimed to have experienced 

when they provided their apologies to the victims. Few studies examine the act of apology from 

an offender’s perspective, which this study directly addresses. These include insights, 

understanding and the construction of an effective apology. 

 

The participants' responses included empathy, where the young offender appeared to 

understand their victims’ viewpoints and how the offending had affected them, which links 

closely with the acknowledgement of responsibility for their offending. However, I contend 

that through the victims’ explanations, it was the RJC scripted questions to victims which 

promoted an emotional telling of how the crime had affected them and when asked to respond 

to this, it was evident that the formulaic RJC questions prompted, steered and generated the 

young offenders’ emotional responses. While it is claimed in the academic literature that the 

victim desires to receive an apology that contains emotions, it could be considered that these 

prompts in the script may control the young participants’ thinking and appearance of emotions. 

I contend that in this research, the young offenders focused on understanding the suffering the 

victim had experienced and on wanting the victim to know that their apology was sincere.  

 

The explanation stage of the RJC was also instrumental despite the variance in the young 

participants' abilities to determine whether the emotions they experienced were empathetic or 

contained remorse, which suggests the offenders' understanding of the emotions they may have 

experienced was limited. Given these findings around emotions, it was also apparent in the 

discussions around feelings of shame and embarrassment that the young offenders had 

difficulty determining whether they had experienced shame or embarrassment for their 

offending. It is acknowledged that more research is required to confirm and add clarity to the 

emotions that young offenders claim to have experienced due to determining whether they 

provided a sincere apology to their victims; however, this thesis has begun to address this 

exploration. Further research could address the long-term effects of behavioural changes and 

if recidivism was still a factor. 

 

7.4 Recommendations and recommendations for best practice 

This research provides an in-depth understanding of how young offenders understand, view, 

and construct the apology they offer during their RJC intervention. It further highlights that 
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emotions are a turning point by which they want to offer a genuine and sincere apology to their 

victims. It also reinforces the importance of understanding these emotions and how to ensure 

that these features and components of any apology are applied through an effective strategy to 

develop what can only be viewed by all stakeholders as an ‘effective apology’. It is contended 

that information provided to all stakeholders before the intervention is important and that this 

is also an avenue that may evolve at several points both pre and post-RJC. While the complexity 

of the role and how to achieve this has the desired effect of an apology to assist the healing 

process that may result from this act, it is contended that this is achieved by more focused 

training of the youth justice workers and those that hold the RJC themselves. 

My research supports the idea that youth offending workers and other criminal justice 

professionals that may use RJC as an intervention may benefit from sharing practice. 

Furthermore, this research must be shared among this group of professionals so that they can 

view, understand and emphasise the importance of encouraging the expression of emotions 

during this process which a change may support in the order of the RJC questions that would 

permit the victim to speak first to promote an emotional realisation of the potential to generate 

an emotional response that provides a platform where a victim may also benefit from an 

apology that is genuine and sincere which may help them heal from the transgression. This 

approach to the training may also help the RJC professionals understand what emotions are 

experienced, although victims’ emotions did not form part of this research due to the host 

organisation not supporting their participation which limited the data collected in this study. 

Incorporating an awareness of components of an offender apology in this research does provide 

more detailed and new knowledge about how this is viewed, understood and constructed and 

strategies to encourage success that could potentially improve the effectiveness of 

conferencing. 

From these research findings, similar to those presented by Rossner (2013), it is important to 

provide some practical recommendations for restorative justice practitioners and researchers 

who want to encourage a genuine apology being offered by young offenders to their victims to 

assist their psychological needs and healing as a result of an RJC. Whist, it is unrealistic to 

assume that an apology will be offered during an RJC and where it is, whether this achieves its 

desired outcomes, an awareness of how to promote this step being offered and accepted is 

needed. The following suggestions are provided as these may increase the likelihood and, at 

best, permit a clearer understanding of the features of an apology and, at best, promote its use 



 

Page | 130  

 

by ensuring its significance and the potential for its success is increased during an RJC. Rossner 

(2013), I present a list of requirements that promote the strengths associated with the apology 

act, followed by further recommendations that go part way to bridging the gap between the 

apology act and RJC theory and practice. 

 

1. All stakeholders before RJC participation are aware of the intervention process, 

including the different components and the emotions that may be experienced. This 

approach will add context and a full explanation of areas such as what is to be expected 

and information about the role of the reparation task. It will also permit a platform to 

explore and understand the role of emotions and what may be experienced by all 

stakeholders. 

 

2. Restorative justice conference features should be explained to all stakeholders, 

including the long-term outcomes. In particular, the ideal and offender motivations for 

seeking or expecting forgiveness should be explained. This approach will also help 

explain that the young offender's motivations may take time depending on the victim’s 

personal feelings about the offence and its impact on them. It would also assist with 

handling expectations should this not be perceived immediately, which would also go 

part way to possibly handling any negative effects and the damaging consequences this 

may have should a young offender reoffend. 

 

3. Use different approaches that encourage or enhance emotions felt and an apology being 

provided by an offender and received by the victims. This approach would support RJ 

theory's theoretical advantages, reviewed in chapters 3 & 4. 

 

4. Explore and explain the concepts of an apology post-conference to all stakeholders. 

This approach may go part way to explain the features, benefits and both offenders’ 

expectations gained in this study and victim needs from the academic literature – these 

may be reinforced during an RJC. 

 

These suggestions have been formed based on the RJC and apology theory findings and the 

gap between what happens in theory and practice. The aims of the RJC, as noted in the 

academic literature and the young offender’s views, understanding and constructions of 

apology in this study. This research has, for the first time, added both to knowledge by 
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providing insight into how young offenders construct apologies and has permitted an in-depth 

analysis into their views and understanding of the role of apology, which has previously been 

denied in the academic literature which has tended to favour victims of transgressions from 

surrogate victims. One additional strength and new knowledge evident from my research are 

that any apology offered during this intervention is significant and has a key role in healing 

victims and reintegrating a young offender.  

 

It does also highlight that RJC and the apology sequence that may be evident during an RJC 

bring people and the understanding of the key elements of this “fully restorative” intervention 

together through the transformative-apology process that may take place, which can improve 

the identified gap between restorative justice theory and practice which was identified form the 

academic literature. While a successful conference may provide emotional transformation, the 

identified ‘turning point’ in the RJC process, its future success may be influenced by further 

research comparing young offenders' and victims' views of an apology from the same RJC 

intervention. Only when this is achieved could these studies support a transformation in the 

current criminal justice systems that deal primarily with young offenders and their victims. 

 

The following recommendations are presented to encourage an apology being understood by 

young offenders and viewed as beneficial for them and their victims who have taken part in an 

RJC intervention. It is anticipated that the RJC intervention and the act of an apology will 

embrace creativity and theory-building to ensure the RJC process is fully explained to young 

offenders, promotes clarity, and enhances a positive understanding and view of an apology's 

role. The recommendations below suggest a best and effective practice model to ensure an 

apology is meaningful. 

The objectives of this doctorate are repeated before and linked to the proposed 

recommendations: 

1. Examine the definition, political and legislative development of RJ and the role of 

apology. 

2. To examine and integrate the research evidence base surrounding the role of apology 

in the criminal justice system with adult and young offenders. 

3. To critically interpret young offenders' perceptions of the apology during their 

Restorative Justice Conference within a single case study area utilising existing 

academic literature, non-participatory observations and semi-structured interviews. 
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4. Evaluate and critique the role of an apology in the RJC process within the Isle of Man 

through young offenders’ reported motivations, the act of the apology and the effects 

of an apology. 

5. Make a recommendation for an effective practice model to ensure an apology is 

meaningful. 

7.4.1 Pre-intervention preparation 

 

Time needs to be dedicated by the RJC practitioner to prepare for an RJC, which must explain 

the intervention’s practice aims and include repairing the harm caused by the offence. 

Furthermore, this prior preparation must include the intervention's theoretical aims, including 

an apology's role and application to the different RJC process steps.  

All of the participants’ definitions of an apology were unique and flexible, and it was clear that 

those who had received pre-intervention preparation understood the significance of an apology 

being offered to their victim more clearly. Preparing and explaining the role and benefits of an 

apology to both the offender and the victim and how this can be achieved through the RJC 

processes needs to be discussed with all parties to fulfil the aim of an apology and meet all 

participants’ needs. The apology's explanations should also include aspects of the victims' 

constructions of an apology, such as acknowledging the offence, recognising the victims, and 

offering reparation to heighten the offenders’ awareness of the victims' needs. This section 

addresses the first objective as repeated above, as it concerns the role of the apology. 

7.4.2 Exploring emotions 

 

Time needs to be dedicated by the RJC professional (and the RJC process) during preparation. 

The young offenders appeared confused by many of the different aims of the RJC. Furthermore, 

whilst recognising victims’ explanations regarding the turning point in which they experienced 

emotions as a motivation to apologise, young offenders were equally unaware of the emotions 

they may experience during the intervention. This confusion over the emotions experienced 

resulted in some young offenders being caught ‘off-guard’ and not explaining these emotions 

clearly, which could harm a young offender.  

Therefore, another area of the RJC experience needs to be visited and explained to young 

participants to avoid any adverse effects. The emotions that may be experienced should be 

explained by the RJC professional in their appointment with the young offender before the 

intervention. Therefore, the emotions that may be experienced should be explained and 
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normalised so that the offender does not become overwhelmed by emotions they may not have 

previously experienced. This explanation is important so that the young offender does not 

interpret these as negative emotions or a further punishment that they are experiencing for their 

offence. This section addresses the fourth objective as repeated above, as it concerns the effects 

of an apology. 

7.4.3 Promote the understanding of reparation and support reintegration 

 

Pre-RJC preparation that explains an apology's role must also include how a reparation task 

and its completion complements this act. For example, if the literature on victims’ constructions 

of an apology highlights that this recognises whether an apology is genuine and supports the 

offender’s commitment not to repeat the offending behaviour, this is essential. This step will 

further enhance the feelings and partly fulfil the explanation provided to young offenders to 

make sense of their emotions and their desire for their victim to recognise their apology as 

sincere or genuine. 

While the research evidenced that most of the young participants appeared not to interpret the 

reparation task and its intended process and therefore could not relate this as showing the 

earnestness and relationship with the apology. Conversely, the participant’s reference to the 

reparation task experienced was loosely related to repairing harm in some instances, perceived 

as more of a punitive sanction expected for them to complete. The reparation task in this 

research tended to steer away from what Lazare (2005) and Rossner (2013) note may be 

symbolic of a set expectation in which the young offender participants had little choice and 

agency.  

The restorative tasks referred to by the young offender participants were more directly related 

to the harm caused, and its ability to support the apology offered to victims and make amends 

for the offence was better received. While the academic literature tells us that a result of 

relevant reparation tasks has the propensity to reduce reoffending and motivate and influence 

young offenders' positive behavioural change (Pamment, 2015), it is clear from the responses 

that there is a practice suggestion that needs reviewing. For example, along with the apology 

as the focus of this study, the young participant's responses highlighted a link between them 

recognising the need to complete a reparation task; this was seen by them to support their 

commitment to the victim that the ‘apology’ they offered was genuine and as a symbolic 

commitment to not repeating the same offending. Overall, the young participant offenders 
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seemed to be more satisfied when undertaking what were considered more meaningful tasks 

than ones considered to be more menial which results in a need to consider a follow-up action 

which could directly reinforce the message young people are trying to evidence as a result and 

commitment to the apology they offered to their victims during an RJC. 

Moreover, where the young offenders claimed that their apology influenced positive 

behavioural change, the completion of the reparation task and how victims and offenders 

perceive this to confirm the nature of their apology needs to be explained to the young 

offenders. This suggestion will ultimately permit the young offenders to understand the 

apology, but equally, how fulfilling the reparation task may help reintegrate the offender into 

their community. Due to the concerns highlighted above regarding whether the reparation tasks 

are relevant and meaningful for the young offenders, it would be advantageous that any youth-

justice worker supervising the completion of the reparation takes follow-up on whether it has 

been perceived as intended. If this is not the case, feedback could be taken from the young 

person about ways this could be improved to ensure their needs and wants from the apology 

they offered were met, and if not, how this could be improved for future young people. 

It is also important to note that while many professionals are associated with youth justice, 

there is not a member of staff that works on sourcing relevant reparation task opportunities for 

a young offender who may have experienced an RJC and apologised. It is, therefore, a practice 

recommendation that resources are found to accommodate the management of suitable 

reparation tasks being sourced. Furthermore, if a set of reparation tasks are provided ahead of 

an RJC, or where a reparation task cannot be found that mirrors the offence and correcting this 

through similar reparation, then a discussion is had by the youth offending professional, and 

the victims (and perhaps the young offender) before the RJC with a view of selecting a 

reasonable intervention task is completed which benefits both victim and offenders views 

around suitability. This section addresses and provides an understanding and the outcomes of 

objectives: one, four and five outlined previously. 

7.4.4 Forgiveness and managing expectations 

 

This recommendation is based on the findings relating to the young offenders' apologies 

conditions. The results highlight a need to manage the young offenders' views and expectations 

relating to a desire or want to receive forgiveness from their victim. It was also identified as a 

motivation for providing an apology. As the results pointed out, an apology provided to some 
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victims received forgiveness. However, forgiveness in many of the cases was not received. 

Where forgiveness was expected, this expectation of the young participant needs to be 

delicately handled if it is not perceived during the RJC.  

Whilst it is recommended that an explanation surrounding forgiveness and the young offender's 

expectations takes place during the pre-RJC discussion, it needs to be delivered in an 

understanding way that highlights that this is something that may not happen immediately and 

needs, therefore, to be explained in a way that balances this condition against the rest of the 

RJC benefits. This approach to explaining forgiveness may permit the young offender to 

engage in the RJC intervention and offer a meaningful apology to all stakeholders, helping heal 

victims. Likewise, whether the young offender perceives forgiveness as being achieved may 

ultimately lead to them wanting to complete their reparation task - forgiveness being granted 

upon completion - and successfully integrate the young offender. 

7.4.5 Additional training or retraining 

 

Through additional training or retraining of the RJC professional, mindfulness, supporting 

relational training, and handling victims' expectations of an RJC will provide an enhanced 

understanding of an apology's role within this intervention. Further training will provide the 

RJC professional opportunities to address any negatives associated with the RJC by young 

offenders, including where their conditions of an apology are not met and managed 

appropriately. Where this is achieved, it is anticipated that this will permit additional guidance 

and a framework to ensure that all aspects of the apology and the RJC process will support the 

young offenders, victims and others to benefit equally from the intervention and permit the 

RJC professional to ensure they cover all aspects of the intervention’s theoretical, and practical 

aims - encouraging best practice. As commented previously, the scripted questions may control 

the young participants’ thinking and appearance of emotions, and a review of their effects 

should be considered. This section recommends an effective practice model to ensure an 

apology is meaningful as per objective five. 

7.4.6 Best and effective model  

 

As many initial definitions and explanations provided by the young offenders were diverse and 

flexible, the more informed were provided by those who had received prior preparation before 
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their RJC. While the youth justice professional's role is to explain the RJC process, which an 

apology forms part of, the results indicated that this varied among young offenders.  

The apology is considered one of the most important features, reflected in many intervention 

steps. It was felt that to ensure a clearer understanding of how an apology relates to these 

processes, every young offender should benefit from an ‘apology class’ before they take part 

in an RJC that focuses on what an apology is, including an agreed-upon definition. Secondly, 

victim awareness, including their feelings and the possible effect and emotions they may have 

experienced as victims of the crime, and finally, on the young offender and the role of an 

apology in the RJC and how this is reflected in each of the intervention steps. 

The victim awareness sessions should discuss their crime's effect on their victim with the young 

offender. This approach could include visiting the victim's emotions and how the young 

offender thinks the damage caused by their offending could be resolved. Furthermore, the 

‘apology class’ can form part of an intervention with a young offender before the RJC, which 

explains all of the points above that suggest more time should be spent explaining how the RJC 

processes relate to an apology. These explanations of the role of an apology in the RJC should 

also include a definition of an apology that goes beyond a simple “I am sorry” to one that is 

thorough and relates specifically to an RJC.  

The ‘apology class’ should also include a discussion around accepting responsibility, 

developing empathy, positive behavioural change, and the importance of reintegration. 

Examples of gas lighting are more likely to be identified in these longer, more focused sessions. 

Furthermore, as noted in one of the research responses in this study, encouraging and reducing 

the likelihood of reoffending, and engaging in education, employment or training opportunities 

should also be supported following an RJC. This session should also explain the reparation task 

and its relation to the apology and how it could be perceived as that which may make amends 

for their offending. The emotions that may be experienced should also be explained to the 

young offenders to make sense of feelings of empathy and remorse they may experience and 

that forgiveness as a condition, if not received, can be handled properly to avoid 

disappointment and rejection. Explaining this condition as an apology should be visited as it is 

key to ensuring that the young person feels and becomes an active law-abiding person within 

their community. This section addresses the first objective, which sought to examine the 

definition and legislative development and RJ and objective five regarding an effective practice 

model. 
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7.4.7 Share examples 

 

This recommendation will involve RJC practitioners sharing examples with their colleagues 

where apologies have been offered to victims and how they believe this was achieved. Through 

peer-learning opportunities, practitioners can discuss ways in which young offenders can be 

encouraged, although not coerced, into wanting to apologise to their victims. Furthermore, this 

will require the RJC professional to discuss what they took from their RJC experience with the 

young offender, promoting a better understanding of an apology's role and how the young 

offender participant perceived this. This exploration will continue to promote the use of a 

uniformed guide approach in prior RJC preparation through an apology class which seeks to 

improve its development and the understanding of an apology during the intervention for 

offenders to benefit from the RJC and go partway to fulfil the “gap” identified in the RJC 

theoretical and practice aims. By contributing to academic debates, this section addresses 

objective one regarding examining and integrating the research evidence-base.  

7.4.8 Change the order of the RJC 

 

The current order of an RJC is that offenders speak first and acknowledge their offence, 

recognise the victim and explain the ‘what’ and ‘why’ of their actions. As one of the most 

significant recommendations made in this study, it is important to reconsider the rationale of 

the current order seen in the RJC intervention.   

When considering the RJC questions referred to and the order they are currently asked, we 

know that the theoretical aims of RJ are very much in line with Lazare’s (2005) theory and 

construct of an effective apology. In the first set of questions, for example, ensure the young 

offender takes responsibility for the offence and provides an explanation that puts context to 

the events of what they were doing that day and how they committed their offence. These 

responses also permit the transgressor to acknowledge the victim whilst ensuring that they 

know as the victim that they were not to blame for the offence. These sets of initial questions 

allow the offender to take responsibility upfront, and posing these to the offender first assists 

and aid the victim in feeling a sense of confidence and supports them in telling their story.  

In addition, this RJC design also relieves them of the burden of feeling that victims have to 

justify or prove their experience. Furthermore, for example, RJ theory which was discussed in 

length in the literature review, explains that inviting the responsible party to tell the story first 
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gives them a chance to take responsibility upfront, which is helpful for the harmed party to hear 

before telling their story as it relieves them of the burden of feeling they have to justify or prove 

their experience and also helps prevent a tone of defensiveness that may arise if the responsible 

party tells their story after the harmed party. 

The RJC script questions have always followed a particular framework that, as noted above, 

starts with the offender being asked: What happened? What were you thinking at the time? 

What have you thought about since? Who has been affected by what you did? In what way? 

What do you think you need to do to make things right? These questions move away from the 

adversarial blame approach, which focuses on the past and is preoccupied with blame and 

deterrence linked to punishment, to one which is restorative. As noted in the academic 

literature, these steps to an apology add an explanation and evidence from victim responses 

about how an offence has affected them. The results in this study, similar to the emotions 

discussed in Rossner’s (2013) literature, are deemed as ‘turning points’ during the RJC. The 

victim’s responses generate feelings of emotions and set the foundation in which the young 

offenders reported a desire to offer a sincere and genuine apology to their victims. 

The ‘turning point’ reported by the participants was after hearing the victim's accounts of how 

they have left feeling and the negative outcomes of the offence, and how this had impacted 

them. This research has evidenced that this was the case reported by several young offender 

participants. However, is it then possible to question the current RJC script to ensure that an 

offender's perception and understanding are not fully engaged with the commitment to 

recognising the impact of their offending until the point of hearing from the victim? Is it 

possible that a victim up until this point (for this research findings) may potentially dismiss the 

significance of the victim and the impact of their offending? If so, how can we address the 

disadvantaged and potentially dismissive nature of the effect of the crime and recognition of 

the victim? It is here that there is a potential to address this issue by creating an opportunity or, 

at best, a favoured reordering of the RJC questions. 

Although this approach to adjusting the order of the questions from the traditional formulaic 

approach to the order of the script to one which permits the victim to speak first and explain 

the impact of the offence on them, which, as this research suggests, elicits true emotions and 

an equally passionate response from the young offender towards their victim. From this study, 

it is clear that victims' emotional ‘turning point’ promotes a genuine and meaningful apology 

to victims from the offender. It is also this point that the young participants in this study have 
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claimed promotes a want for them to be forgiven and a commitment to their apology through 

a form of reparation.  

While it is acknowledged that the RJC facilitator's training and the intervention questions 

structure have been structured so that all stakeholders are provided with a fair and balanced 

platform to discuss and address the offending and permit healing, the current order could 

potentially disadvantage the positive aspects of an RJC. Suppose the young offender, from the 

outset, is unaware of the issues and impact their offending has had on their victim up until this 

point. In that case, it is suggested that the is a potential to change the RJC script to address 

these challenges. Some continue to advocate and uphold the current questioning formula as 

this is what the academic literature and facilitator training have said we must do.  However, the 

results in this study challenge this order and create an opportunity to change this to generate a 

potentially more emotional response to victims that may result in a more meaningful apology, 

which aids their healing from an offence. We know that Northern Ireland does not use the 

traditional RJC script approach (Chapman, 2006) and that in victim-offender conferences, a 

script is not used and relies on mediators who actively manage the process (Amstutz & Zehr, 

1998). 

While it is argued here about changing the order of the RJC questions for the benefits outlined 

above, it is proposed that the same questions be asked. It is felt that the current scripted model 

has the potential, and the academic literature through the current theoretical aims of the “fully 

restorative” conference model using these questions are satisfactory and fair (McCold & 

Wachtel, 2002). With this approach in mind, it is advocated that if the RJC intervention 

achieves its desired outcomes that address the emotional and other consequences of an offence, 

the process has reached its potential. 

Should an approach to changing the order of the RJC questions be furthered, it is acknowledged 

that this should be approached with an experimental design whereby any research that would 

permit an interpretative response to this recommendation. The findings from such a study 

would promote discovery and support the improvements that may result otherwise. Any study 

would still permit both victims and offenders to unearth further potential to strengthen the 

perceived possibility of improving an apology being offered to victims and their view that this 

is the case.  

While maintaining certain elements of responsibility for the offence, recognition of the victim, 

an emotional and genuine apology being offered and a means of making amends, this must 
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benefit all the stakeholders attending an RJC. Whilst this recommendation is controversial, it 

is also important that an awareness of improving any apology that may be offered during an 

RJC; it is important to ensure that an RJC works for both parties whilst mitigating any further 

risk of trauma, retribution, shame, and leaving RJC participants reintegrated rather than 

ostracised. Furthermore, it would also be a given that a victims perspective on order would be 

essential from the outset or before any further research is implemented, that a victims 

perspective on order would be essential – which is not part of this study – but as noted 

previously, a comparison would strengthen the findings for further research. In addition, if a 

further study was successful, this, at a minimum, could potentially enhance and aid in filling 

the identified gap between RJ theory and practice as per objectives four and five. 

7.5 Conclusion 

 

This research provides a platform and a foundation for further research to strengthen, question, 

or challenge this study's findings. Given the relatively small sample used in this case study and 

the pilot study, it would be useful to enlarge the sample size to see if the identified themes 

resonate in larger and more diverse populations of young offenders. Establishing the views, 

understandings and construction of an apology resulting from young offenders’ RJC 

experiences might identify differences between RJC deliveries at different locations. 

Furthermore, additional research at different locations may challenge these findings or 

potentially identify, support, or build upon these findings and permit a collaborative approach 

to developing a possible ‘theory of apology’. This approach to further research could also 

potentially support the best and most effective RJC practice model suggested in this thesis to 

promote positive behavioural change. 

7.5.1 Promote an empowering outcome 

An empowering end requires the practitioner to highlight any intervention's success and reflect 

on the ‘good’ and the ‘bad’ of the work they complete to determine methods to improve practice 

and how they were delivered. In the same way, this research explored the subjective views of 

young offenders' understandings, views and constructions of an apology and provided them 

with a voice. The young offenders’ voices have been underrepresented in existing RJC 

research, which this study has partly challenged. Whilst this study focused on the voices of 

young offenders, it is recognised that they are key to improving practice and supporting the 

theoretical aims of the RJC.  
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Therefore, engaging the young participants in this study provided a voice within practice 

delivery and promoted social inclusion, thus achieving one of the RJC’s aims of positive 

inclusion and reintegration. In this instance, I encourage youth offending teams to engage 

young offenders' views using an insider’s perspective to improve intervention and future 

practice. The next step of this research is to have this thesis extracted for publication in a peer-

reviewed academic journal that could result in other youth-offending professionals applying 

this to their practice, thus contributing to practice development. This important research and 

contribution to knowledge have only been achieved through the relevant voices that had 

allowed for examining young offenders’ subjective interpretations of the apology within their 

RJC experience on the Isle of Man. 
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Appendix 2: Participant Consent Form  

PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 

Researcher Contact:       Supervisors Contact: 

Scott Wilson       Dr Dennis Gough 

Institute of Criminal Justice Studies (ICJS)    ICJS 

Museum Road       Museum House 

Ravelin House       Ravelin House 

Portsmouth        Portsmouth 

Hampshire        Hampshire 

PO1 2QQ        PO1 2QQ 

Email: scott.wilson13@myport.ac.uk     Dennis.Gough@port.ac.uk 

 

Study Title: An examination of young offenders’ subjective interpretations’ of the 

apology within Restorative Justice Conferencing on the Isle of Man 
 

                                             Please initial box  
 

1. I confirm that I have read and understood the 

information sheet dated 01 December 2018. I have 

had the opportunity to consider the information and 

ask questions and have had these answered 

satisfactorily. 

  

 

2. I understand that my participation is voluntary and 

that I am free to withdraw from the research up until 

the point of data analysis. 

  

 

3. I understand that data collected during the study may 

be looked at by individuals from the University of 

Portsmouth or their regulatory authorities.  

  

 

4. I permit these individuals and regulatory bodies to 

have access to my data. 

  

 

5. I consent for my interview to be audio recorded.    

 

6. I agree to take part in the above study   

 

 

Participant (Print Name): …………………………….  Signature ……………………  Date: 

…………………………..……. 

 

   

Name of person taking consent …………………... Signature ….………………..  Date 

…………………………………. 

 

 

When complete: 1 for the participant; 1 for the researcher). 

about:blank
about:blank
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Appendix 3: Parent/Guardian Consent Form  

PARENT/GUARDIAN CONSENT FORM 

 
Researcher Contact:       Supervisors Contact: 

 

Scott Wilson        Dr Dennis Gough 

Institute of Criminal Justice Studies      Institute of Criminal Justice 

Museum House        Museum House 

Portsmouth        Portsmouth 

Hampshire        Hampshire 

PO1 2QQ        PO1 2QQ 

Email: scott.wilson13@myport.ac.uk     Dennis.Gough@port.ac.uk 

 

Study Title: An examination of young offenders’ subjective interpretation of the apology 

within Restorative Justice Conferencing on the Isle of Man 

                                            Please initial box  
 

1. I confirm that I have read and understood the 

information sheet dated 01 December 2018 for the 

above study. I have had the opportunity to consider 

the information, ask questions and have had these 

answered satisfactorily. 

  

 

2. I understand that my child’s participation is voluntary 

and that they or I are free to withdraw from the 

research until data analysis. 

  

 

3. I understand that data collected during the study may 

be looked at by individuals from the University of 

Portsmouth or their regulatory authorities.  

  

 

4. I permit these individuals and regulatory bodies to 

have access to my child’s research data. 

  

 

4. I consent to verbatim paraphrased quotes being used 

in publications; they will not be named, but I 

understand there is a risk that they may be identified. 

  

 

5. As the parent/guardian, I consent for my child to be 

interviewed and be audio recorded.  

  

 

6. I agree for my child to take part in the above study   

 

Participant (Print Name): …………………………….  Signature ……………………  Date: 

…………………………..……. 

 

   

Name of person taking consent …………………... Signature ….………………..  Date 

…………………………………. 

When complete: 1 for the participant; 1 for the researcher). 

about:blank
about:blank
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Appendix 4: Participant Information Sheet 

 

 

 Researcher Contact:        Supervisors Contact:  Head of School 
 Scott Wilson         Dr Dennis Gough   Dr Paul Newman 

 ICJS          ICJS   ICJS 

 Ravelin House         Ravelin House  Ravelin House 

 Portsmouth         Portsmouth   Portsmouth 

 Hampshire         Hampshire   Hampshire 

 PO1 2QQ         PO1 2QQ   PO1 2QQ 

           Tel: (023)92 843900 Tel: (023)92 843459 

 Email: scott.wilson13@myport.ac.uk              Dennis.gough@port.ac.uk     

paul.newman@port.ac.uk 

 

Research Information Sheet  

Study Title: An examination of young offenders’ subjective interpretation of the apology 

within Restorative Justice Conferencing on the Isle of Man 

I would like to invite you to take part in my research study. Joining the study is entirely up to 

you. Before you decide, I would like you to understand why the research is being done and its 

involvement. I will go through the information sheet with you if you wish to help you decide 

whether you would like to participate. I will also be able to answer any questions you may 

have. Please read through the information and feel free to talk to others about the study. 

Study Summary 

The research study is about the role of an apology in restorative justice conferencing (RJC) to 

improve and develop its use. I am seeking participants aged 16 -18 who have previously taken 

part in a conference and may be interested in my research.  

Participants in the research will be asked to attend an interview; you will be asked to answer 

many questions that could take more than an hour to complete the interview. The interviews 

will be held at an agreed location that suits you, reducing travel implications. 

What is the purpose of the study? 

The study's purpose is to ensure that all participants get the most out of participating in an RJC. 

It also helps us make sure that we achieve the conference's purpose. The study will be 

conducted through an interview, whereby I will ask you questions about the role of an apology 

from your RJC conference. The study will also identify any concerns that participants may 

have leading up to the conference and participation. The research’s primary objective is to 

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
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improve the use of RJC and maximise the benefits to ALL participants. The report that follows 

the research may help improve RJ Conferencing in the future. It will also help me gain my 

Professional Doctorate in Criminology as a student researcher. 

 

The interview will also ask questions relating to reoffending since your RJC. It is important to 

explain the limits to the answers you may provide. You cannot disclose details of any offence 

that has been addressed or a situation where any person is at risk. If these are disclosed, the 

researcher must report these to the appropriate professionals. 

 

Why have I been invited? 

The letter of invitation you received that came with this information sheet was sent out by the 

Youth Justice Team (YJT). You were selected from your previous feedback form on which 

you ticked the box that stated you would be willing to participate in any additional research as 

I am researching the apology in an RJC with young people. Therefore, you and others have 

identified your view within that category, and opinion is essential. I am looking for 

approximately 10-20 participants in total. 

Do I have to take part?  

 

No – taking part in this research is entirely voluntary. I will describe the study and review this 

information sheet if you wish. If you agree to participate in this study, I will ask you to sign a 

consent form, and for those under the age of 16, I will also request a consent form to be signed 

by your parent/guardian. 

 

What will happen to me if I take part?  

 

The study will be conducted through an interview. I will ask you questions that allow us to talk 

freely about your experience with an RJC.  There will be many questions for you to answer; 

this could take more than an hour to complete the whole process. I want to use direct quotes 

you have made in the interview to support the research findings; potentially identifying quotes 

will be changed to prevent identification. Participants’ names will only be accessible by the 

student researcher and their supervisor at the university. All information will be confidential 

and anonymised. The student researcher will destroy all original data once the university has 

verified the research. 

 

Expenses and payments 

 

If travel is needed to attend an interview, an allowance of up to £7 will be allocated and 

reimbursed upon receiving a dated bus or parking ticket/receipt. Travel expenses can be 

claimed up to a month from the interview date. 

 

What will I have to do?  
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As noted previously, the research will be conducted through a single audio-recorded interview. 

However, if you do not wish your interview to be recorded, you can still participate in the 

research, and the interviewee will take notes. Many questions will need to be answered, taking 

more than an hour to complete the process. There will be no need to bring anything with you 

to the interview, such as notebooks, pens, or other equipment. 

 

What are the possible benefits of taking part?  

 

There are no direct benefits of taking part in the research. However, the research may help to 

improve the service offered in the future. It will allow us to understand better those who will 

experience a future restorative justice conference. 

 

Will my taking part in the study be kept confidential?  

 

All information will be stored and used in the strictest confidence and assured confidentiality.  

If you join the study, some of the data collected may be reviewed by authorised university 

persons and safeguarded during and after the study in the following ways: 

 

● Your data will be collected via a recording of the interview with your consent. The 

interview data will then be transcribed (or typed up) and stored in a database named 

NVivo. You can request that the interview be not recorded and still participate in the 

research; the researcher will take notes. 

● The data’s database and storage are secure and can only be accessed by me (the student 

researcher) and reviewed by my Supervisor at the university. All the information will 

be coded and anonymised, whereby only my Supervisor and I will identify the original 

participants for validation purposes only. Any other validated person reviews the data, 

and the coding will not identify you, ensuring anonymity. 

● The data collected will be solely for the research study. Consent will be gained from all 

participants and their parents/guardians under 16 years of age.  The data will not be 

used for purposes other than this research. 

● As stated previously, the only people that will have access to identifiable data will be 

the researcher, their supervisor, the examination board (the Regularity Board) and the 

Research & Design auditors, who may monitor the research and evidence for 

monitoring and quality assurance purposes.  

● The Archived Research Data will be retained for ten years following the University of 

Portsmouth Research Data Retention Policy (April 2015), available online or provided 

upon request. 
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● Participants also have the right to check the accuracy of their data and correct any errors. 

Each interview will be read to the participant to allow for any necessary changes or 

clarifications. 

What will happen if I do not want to carry on with the study?  

 

You are required to participate in this research and authorise by signing the ‘consent form’. If 

you are under 16, your parent/guardian will also have to consent for you to participate in the 

research. It is essential that should you wish to participate, this is your decision, and you are 

committed to completing your part in the research. Although if you withdraw, we ask that your 

data be gathered after July 2017. Your data will not be withdrawn when it has been analysed. 

 

The university has a document that outlines information regarding retention, preservation, and 

data destruction; this information is outlined in the UoP Retention Policy (April 2014), which 

is available online at http://policies.docstore.port.ac.uk/policy-078.pdf or a hard copy can be 

supplied if requested. 

 

What if there is a problem? 

 

If you are concerned about any aspect of this study, you should ask to speak to the student 

researcher or their supervisor, who will do their best to answer your questions on 023 9284 

3900. If you remain unhappy and wish to complain formally, you can do this by contacting the 

Head of the Institute of Criminal Justice Studies, Dr Paul Norman, on 023 9284 5063. 

 

What will happen to the results of the research study? 

 

A summary of the research will be provided upon request. The research results will form part 

of a thesis for the Professional Doctorate in Criminology and will be available in the university 

library once this has passed all the necessary validation requirements. The thesis will then be 

provided to the British Library, which will remain accessible to the public.  

 

At this stage, there is no intention by the researcher or the university to have this thesis 

published elsewhere, but this may change in the future.  

 

Who is organising and funding the research?  

 

The university sponsors the research, which will provide proper supervision and necessary 

insurance. There will be no financial gain for the university or the researcher. 

 

The research student is an employee of the Department of Home Affairs in the Isle of Man and 

the Youth Justice Team. Participation in this research will not affect any professional 

relationship you may have with the department or the researcher and will not affect you should 

you have to use the service in the future. Should you come to either service’s attention in the 

future, you will receive the appropriate service delivery. 

http://policies/
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Who has reviewed the study? 

 

Research in the university is looked at by an independent group of people, called an Ethics 

Committee, to protect your interests. This study has been reviewed and given a favourable 

opinion by the university’s Ethics Committee. 

 

Further information and contact details  

 

For further information or if you have questions, you can contact the researcher or their 

supervisor. 

 

Advice and Additional Support Organisations: 

Victim Support – (01624) 679950 

Psychological Services – (01624) 686313 

Children & Adolescent Mental Health Service – (01624) 642875 

Restorative Justice Council (UK) – 020 7831 5700 

Childline/NSPCC – 0800 11 11 

 

For ANY further information, you can contact the student researcher, their supervisor, or the 

Institute of Criminal Justice Studies’ current head on the details outlined at the top of this 

information sheet. In addition to the information outlined and contact support information 

given above, please find below links to information regarding documents that outline several 

legislative and university internal requirements and expectations regarding this research. 

 

The “Regulatory Environment” includes all applicable legislation, contractual or funder 

obligations, and ethical and policy requirements. Examples of items to be considered within 

the regulatory environment include – but are not limited to – the following: - 

 

UoP Research Data Management Policy, which includes the UoP Data Retention Policy, ICT 

Acceptable use policy, includes the UK Research Integrity Office’s (UKRIO) Code of Practice 

for Research, which the university’s – policies.docstore.port.ac.uk/policy–167.pdf has adopted 

  

Legislative: Data Protection Act and UoP Data Protection Policy – 

http://www.port.ac.uk/departments/services/corporategovernance/dataprotection and Freedom 

of Information Act – http://www.port.ac.uk/accesstoinformation/freedomofinformation/ 

 

Ethical review procedures and participant consent – including the UoP Ethics Policy – 

http://www.port.ac.uk/research/ethics/ 

 

Again, if you have any questions relating to any of the information or policies contained within 

this information sheet, please contact the researcher in the first instance or their supervisor. 

 

http://www.ukrio.org/publications/code-of-practice-for-research/
http://www.ukrio.org/publications/code-of-practice-for-research/
http://www/
http://www.port.ac.uk/accesstoinformation/freedomofinformation/
http://www.port.ac.uk/accesstoinformation/freedomofinformation/
http://www/
http://www/
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Concluding statement 

 

Thank you for taking the time to read this information sheet, regardless of whether you choose 

to participate. Suppose you choose to partake in this research. In that case, you will be provided 

with a further copy of this information sheet for you to keep and a consent form, which needs 

to be signed to participate – copies of these sheets will be made and will be held by you, the 

researcher and the university. If you are under the age of 16, your parent /guardian will also 

need to be signed by your parent/guardian to participate in the research. 
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Appendix 5:  Parent/Guardian Information Sheet 

 

 Researcher Contact:        Supervisors Contact:  Head of School 
 Scott Wilson         Dr Dennis Gough   Dr Paul Newman 

 ICJS          ICJS   ICJS 

 Ravelin House         Ravelin House  Ravelin House 

 Portsmouth         Portsmouth   Portsmouth 

 Hampshire         Hampshire   Hampshire 

 PO1 2QQ         PO1 2QQ   PO1 2QQ 

           Tel: (023)92 843900 Tel: (023)92 843459 

 Email: scott.wilson13@myport.ac.uk              Dennis.gough@port.ac.uk     

paul.newman@port.ac.uk 

 

Research Information Sheet  

Study Title: An examination of young offenders’ subjective interpretation of the apology 

within Restorative Justice Conferencing on the Isle of Man 

1. Invitation 

I want to invite your child to participate in my research study. Joining the study is entirely a 

decision to be made by the young person and their parent/guardian for those under 16 years of 

age. Before you decide, I would like you to understand why the research is being done and 

what it would involve your child. I can go through this information sheet with you to help you 

decide whether or not you consent, with your child's consent, and whether you would agree for 

them to take part and answer any questions you may have. I would suggest this should take 

about 30 minutes. Please feel free to talk to others about the study if you wish. Do ask if 

anything is unclear. 

I am Scott Wilson, working as a Youth Offending Officer for the Youth Justice Team. I am 

currently undertaking a Professional Doctorate in Criminology to develop myself and my 

practice. As part of the requirements for the course, I have to conduct some research. Therefore, 

the research outlined in this information sheet concerns my plan to be a Professional Doctorate 

Student at the University of Portsmouth.  

2.  Study Summary 

This study examines service-users perceptions of restorative justice conferencing on the Isle of 

Man, which is crucial because it will provide insights into how it is currently used and how this 

benefits young offenders to improve practice.  We seek participants aged between 14-18 years 

of age and previous young offenders who have taken part and have completed their restorative 

justice intervention. Participation in the research would require you and your child (those 

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
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under the age of 16) to attend an interview with many questions, and it may take more than an 

hour to answer the question and complete the interview.  

3.  What is the purpose of the study? 

The research study is about young offenders’ experiences of restorative justice conferencing 

(RJC). This research is primarily important to improve and develop its use. It will help ensure 

that people are participating in a conference benefit from it. I am seeking participants aged 14 

-18 who have previously taken part in a conference and indicated in their feedback forms that 

they might be interested in further research. 

 4. Why have I been invited? 

The letter of invitation and information sheet provided to your child, along with this 

information sheet for the parent/guardian, has been sent out by the administrator (the 

gatekeeper) in the Youth Justice Team (YJT). Your child was selected from your previous 

feedback form they completed upon completion of their restorative justice conference, and 

whereby they ticked the box that stated they would be willing to participate in any additional 

research.  

As I am researching the purpose and aims of an RJC (from the view of who at the time of 

participation were young offenders aged 14-18 years of age), therefore your child and others 

that are within that category have been identified for their view and opinion, which is essential. 

 I am looking for approximately 10 -20 participants in total. 

5.  Do I have to take part?  

No, taking part in this research is entirely voluntary. It is up to you to decide if you and your 

child wish to volunteer for the study. We will describe the study in this information sheet. If 

you consent to participate, we will ask you and your child to sign the attached consent form. 

6.  What will happen to me if I take part? 

The study will be conducted through an interview. I will ask questions that will allow us to talk 

freely about your child’s experience of an RJC.  There will be many questions to answer; this 

could take more than an hour to complete the whole process. The interview will be audio-

recorded, and the researcher will also take notes. The researcher will take only notes if you or 

your child does not wish to be recorded. Your name will only be accessible to the student 

researcher and their supervisor at the university. All information will be confidential, 

anonymised, and destroyed when the university's research is verified. 

7.  Expenses and payments  

No participants will be paid for their participation; however, with the interviews being in 

Douglas, travel expenses up to £7 will be paid where receipts have been provided. 

8.  Anything else I will have to do?  
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Apart from you and your child completing the consent form, there is nothing further for the 

parent/guardian to do. Your child (the research participant) will attend the interview, and then 

there will be nothing further for them to do regarding the research. 

9.  What will data be collected, and measurements are taken?  

If you and your child consent and join the study, some of the data collected may be reviewed 

by authorised persons from the university. Authorised people may also look at data to check 

that the study is being carried out correctly. All will have a duty of confidentiality to you as a 

research participant.  

Your confidentiality will be safeguarded during and after the study by the subsequent handling, 

processing, storage and destruction of the data in the following ways: 

● Data will be collected via a recording of the interview conducted with your and your 

child’s consent. The interview data will then be transcribed (or typed up) and stored in 

a database named NVivo. You can request that the interview be not recorded and still 

participate in the research; the researcher will take notes. 

● The data's database and storage are secure and can only be accessed by me (the student 

researcher) and my Supervisor at the University. All the information will be coded and 

anonymised, whereby only my Supervisor and I will identify the original participants 

for validation purposes only. Any other validated person is reviewing the data. The 

coding will not identify you, ensuring anonymity. 

● The data collected will be solely for the research study. Consent will be gained from all 

participants and their parents/guardians under 16 years of age.  The data will not be 

used for purposes other than this research and will not be retained for further studies. 

● As stated previously, the only people that will have access to identifiable data will be 

the researcher, their supervisor, the examination board (the Regularity Board) and the 

Research & Design auditors, who may monitor the research and evidence for 

monitoring and quality assurance purposes.  

● The Archived Research Data will be retained for ten years following the University of 

Portsmouth's Research Data Retention Policy (April 2015), available online or provided 

upon request. 

● Participants also have the right to check the accuracy of their data and correct any errors. 

Each interview will be read to the participant to allow for any necessary changes or 

clarifications. 

10. What are the possible disadvantages, burdens and risks of participating?  

Your child can only participate if their restorative justice conference process has been 

completed.  
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There will be questions about further offending since their restorative justice conference 

experience; your child will not discuss or provide details of an offence not actively addressed 

by professionals or a situation where an individual is at risk. 

I want to be able to use direct quotes that you have made in the interview to support the research 

findings; potentially, identifying quotes will be changed (paraphrased) to prevent 

identification. The interview will be conducted in one sitting; however, this can be arranged if 

your child wishes to do this over two separate interviews. 

11. What are the possible advantages or benefits of taking part? 

There are no direct benefits for the participants. However, their answers can improve the 

service received from the Youth Justice Team by offering a better understanding of restorative 

justice conferencing used with young offenders.  

12. Will my taking part in the study be kept confidential? 

As outlined in point 9 of this information sheet, confidentiality is limited. Your child cannot 

disclose any information during the interview regarding any criminal offence currently being 

investigated, nor can they disclose information relating to any other criminal activity. Also, 

they cannot disclose any information about themselves or others at risk. Concerning 

safeguarding, any disclosures must be reported by the researcher to the appropriate person or 

organisation.  

The raw data identifies your child; this will be kept securely by the researcher and their 

supervisor. The information (research data) will be stored on a password-protected computer 

and research folder on the university system. When made anonymous, the data may be 

presented to others at academic conferences and published as a project report, academic 

dissertation, academic journals, or a book.  

Anonymous data, which does not identify you, child, will be publicly shared at the end of the 

project and made open access.  A CC-BY licence will be applied to this publicly shared data.  

This approach will allow anyone (including researchers, businesses, governments, charities, 

and the general public) to use the anonymised data for any purpose they wish, providing they 

credit the University and research team as the original creators. No restrictions will be placed 

on this shared anonymised data limiting its reuse to only non-commercial ventures. 

The raw data identifying your child will not be passed to anyone outside the study team without 

your written permission. The exception will be any regulatory authority with the legal right to 

access the data to conduct an audit or enquiry in exceptional cases. These agencies treat your 

data in confidence. “The raw data will be retained for a minimum of 10 years. When it is no 

longer required, the data will be disposed of securely (e.g. electronic media and paper 

records/images) destroyed.” Note that the policy for retention of research data requires 

retention for between 10 to 30 years and can be accessed from section 7 (and subsections) at 

the following links:  
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http://www.port.ac.uk/departments/services/corporategovernance/recordsmanagement/uop_re

tention/ 

http://www.port.ac.uk/accesstoinformation/policies/researchandknowledgetransferservices/fil

etodownload,189755,en.pdf 

13. What will happen if I do not want to carry on with the study?  

As a volunteer, your child can stop participating in the interview or withdraw from the study 

before (16 July 2019) without giving a reason if you do not wish to. If they would like to 

withdraw from a study after some data have been collected, you and your child will be asked 

if you are content for the data collected thus far to be retained and included in the study. If you 

or your child prefer, the data collected can be destroyed and not included in the study. Once 

the research has been completed and the data analysed, it will not be possible to withdraw your 

data from the study. 

14. What if there is a problem? 

In the first instance, suppose you have a query, concern, or complaint about any aspect of this 

study. If appropriate, you should contact the researcher or their supervisor if you have any 

questions or a complaint. The researcher's contact details and supervisor are detailed on page 

1. If the researcher or their supervisor does not resolve your concern or complaint, you should 

contact the Head of Department: 

If the complaint remains unresolved, please contact:  

 The University Complaints Officer - 023 9284 3642 complaintsadvice@port.ac.uk 

15. Who is funding the research?  

This research is being funded solely by the researcher.  None of the researchers or study staff 

will receive any financial reward for conducting this study besides their standard salary/bursary 

as an employee/student of the University. 

  

http://www.port.ac.uk/departments/services/corporategovernance/recordsmanagement/uop_retention/
http://www.port.ac.uk/departments/services/corporategovernance/recordsmanagement/uop_retention/
http://www.port.ac.uk/accesstoinformation/policies/researchandknowledgetransferservices/filetodownload,189755,en.pdf
http://www.port.ac.uk/accesstoinformation/policies/researchandknowledgetransferservices/filetodownload,189755,en.pdf
mailto:complaintsadvice@port.ac.uk
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16. Who has reviewed the study? 

This study has been reviewed by the Humanities and Social Sciences Faculty Ethics Committee 

and given a favourable ethical opinion. Thank you for taking the time to read this information 

sheet. If you are happy for your child to participate in the study, your and your child’s consent 

will be sought; please see the accompanying form.  You will then receive a copy of this 

information sheet and your signed consent form. 

Regards, 

 

Scott Wilson - Professional Doctorate Student Researcher 
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Appendix 6: My professional journey: A reflective account 

 

Tracy (2019) highlighted that any researcher’s first step is to reflect upon their research’s 

identity and status, considering its effect. To fully contextualise this project, the following 

reflexive account outlines my professional journey and why I chose to research RJC before 

concluding with the importance of developing and improving practice through reflective 

practice. 

I have worked with vulnerable young people for most of my career, supporting them when they 

are most in need. Looking back, I often wonder whether my career ‘just happened’ or was 

predetermined by my working-class routes and awareness and determination to achieve. Upon 

further reflection, this ‘reflective account’ made me realise that for whatever reason, my focus 

was on supporting young people to reach their full potential regardless of their social 

upbringing. These values led me to several employment opportunities whereby I worked in 

schools and finally with young people in danger of disengaging from school. This led to a post 

at a ‘pupil referral unit’ with young people in the care systems deemed a high-risk group, 

amongst many other factors. Working with this group, I realised I had the skills and personality 

to engage with them. This role primarily required me to assist young people in developing life 

skills, employment, and access to higher education, by listening to them and encouraging them 

to become successful community members. 

Following this, I started working in the Youth Justice Team with young offenders as an advisor 

that helped them remain engaged with their school or college, and for the older group of 

offenders, find employment and (other) education and training opportunities. This role’s idea 

was that if young offenders engaged in one of these provisions, it would reduce their likelihood 

of re-offending. The role was demanding yet rewarding, and many young offenders benefitted 

from accessing the provisions.  

In 2010, I started working with young offenders subject to a police Final Warning and court-

ordered disposal supervision (for second or first offences deemed too dangerous to be dealt 

with by way of a Final Warning). My passion for working with young offenders grew due to 

engaging them and seeing them achieve educational standards, employment and training, but 

equally knowing that they were not re-offending. However, there remained an awareness that 

while assisting this vulnerable group, I appeared to some extent to have lost sight of those 

affected by these young offenders – their victims.  
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During my Master of Science degree, where I considered interventions used with young 

offenders, I contacted a colleague who had attended an RJC workshop in the UK. Upon our 

colleagues’ return from the course, the team discussed whether this was something we could 

use on the Isle of Man, and following training, we started to use this as an intervention with the 

young offenders. As a result of the response’s implementation, I became a facilitator of RJCs 

with other probation officers. I found this aspect of my role exciting as the advantages of using 

RJC were discussed, and the research I had conducted around the subject of RJ. The previous 

concerns I had around no support being offered to victims by us as professionals were finally 

being addressed. In 2016, I started my doctoral studies, and as part of the progression through 

the course, this also resulted in discussions regarding the concept of RJC with my colleagues, 

which served three-fold. Firstly, to determine what they thought of RJC. Secondly, to identify 

any particular points or themes that emerged from these discussions and, lastly, to assist with 

my thesis's focus, aim, and ideas. Upon reflection, these discussions reinforced my choice of 

the overall topic for my research – RJCs.  

As part of the doctorate’s taught phase, the cohort conducted a pilot study based on the chosen 

subject. Interested in ensuring that young offenders benefit from any intervention work and 

noting that “offenders’ voices” were often underrepresented in research and focused upon 

victims, I explored their perceptions of their RJC experience. While presenting my findings 

from this study to my colleagues at work and my fellow university cohort, it became apparent 

that the pilot study was too broad and simple to support other research findings and was nothing 

new to academia.  

During this time, my colleagues held feedback meetings on their RJCs with young offenders. 

The purposes of these meetings were to provide details of the positive and negative aspects of 

the RJC. The victims' feedback became apparent from these meetings, which identified that 

one of the most critical aspects of the RJC was receiving an apology from the young offender. 

With this theme of the RJC highlighted, I started to research ‘apologies’. What was apparent 

from the further discussions was that an apology was simply something that ‘just happened’ 

but was not guaranteed – colleagues reported on several occasions that the feedback from 

victims and offenders was important to them. However, noting the wealth of literature available 

from victims’ views, the two-way apology exchange (Lazare, 2005) also identified that few 

studies provided insights into young offenders’ subjective views, understandings, and 

constructions of an apology. This unknown part of the RJC piqued my interest and desire to 

explore the role of an apology in an RJC process. 
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In July 2018, after receiving a British Citizen Award from the UK Parliament to recognise my 

work with young offenders, my role started to develop. Working temporarily in policy (and 

legislation), I felt that this would enable me to work with young offenders and improve the 

provisions they would receive. While this reduced the time I had working face-to-face with 

young offenders, my doctoral studies would still provide me with opportunities to research and 

support the same group.  

My interest and passion for working with young people and juvenile offenders have been 

invaluable in improving their lives as they take responsibility for their offending behaviour and 

reduce the likelihood of recidivism.  Likewise, having a similar view that victims need to be 

recognised led to my enthusiasm and interest in RJC. Colleagues’ feedback about the features 

and benefits of an RJC with victims provided valuable information about the significance of 

an apology that victims often seek. My position as an RJC practitioner supports the idea that 

an apology is an equal ‘two-way exchange’ that is also important to offenders. However, 

reviewing the literature, it became apparent that few studies have examined the act of an 

apology and insight into the understandings, views and construction of an apology from an 

offender’s perspective – which is where my current research sits. This approach was two-tiered 

that could be achieved and evidenced through research via a structured doctoral programme 

and continued reflective practice to develop myself and improve youth offending practice 

areas. 

 

Importance of Developing Practice through Reflective Practice 

Reflective practice was originally developed by Dewey (1933), an educational psychologist 

and was further developed by Schön (Schön, 1987) and Kolb (1984) and Kolb (2014). Work 

by Schön and Kolb has resulted in the reflective practice being more recently adopted by many 

private and public organisations requiring their staff to embrace this concept and their 

development through courses. These courses have required staff to review their current 

practices and their development through reflective meetings, structured portfolios and a 

requirement, in some instances, to provide evidence of their progression.  

 

Schön (1983) comments that reflective practice provides practitioners with an opportunity to 

commit to an approach that facilitates continuous learning by reflecting on their practices. 

According to Boud, Keogh and Walker (Eds) (1985:19), the benefits of this are that “Reflection 

is an important human activity in which people recapture their experience, think about it, mull 
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it over and evaluate it”. Furthermore, supporting the work of Boud, Keogh and Walker (1985), 

Bolton (2010:xix), the reflective practice involves “Paying critical attention to the practical 

values and theories which inform everyday actions, by examining practise reflectively and 

reflexively… [which] leads to developmental insight”. This description supports the idea that a 

key element of reflective practice is that having years of valuable knowledge from a long 

profession in a particular role does not always facilitate learning; this can be achieved by 

reflecting on that experience to become a platform for experimental learning.  

 

The ‘experimental learning’ approach to reflective practice was developed by Kolb (1975), 

who focused on turning information into knowledge through a set continuous cycle (see 

Appendix 8). In his literature, Kolb (1984:38) describes his learning approach as a “Process 

whereby knowledge is created through the transformation of experience”. Effective learning is 

seen when a person progresses through a cycle of four stages: (1) having a real experience 

followed by (2) observation of and reflection on that experience which leads to (3) the 

formation of abstract concepts (analysis) and generalisations (conclusions) which are then (4) 

used to test a hypothesis in future situations, resulting in new experiences. The constructivist 

learning approach argues that reflective problem-solving creates a flexible learning approach 

compared to traditional techniques from a theoretical perspective. The flexible and varied 

alternatives permit the assimilation of knowledge and an ideological position. 

 

Gibb’s (1998) Reflective Cycle model offers a framework for examining and revisiting 

experiences that allow the professional to learn and develop from reflection on previous 

practices’ strengths and weaknesses. I have used Kolb’s reflective model of “experiential 

learning” for this thesis reflective piece. This model’s basis is my experience, which was 

reviewed, analysed, and evaluated systematically in three stages. Once this process has been 

undergone completely, the new experiences will form the starting point for another cycle.  I 

have chosen to use this as I have used it throughout my career and planning intervention work 

with young offenders. 

 

Using a reflective model, you consciously and physically experience a situation which makes 

you realise that you need to systematically learn something new or improve your existing skills 

and practice. Using this model, I first provided a description and reason for undertaking a 

doctoral programme of study. Through a reflective observation method, I reflected on the good 

and bad points I have taken from the doctoral programme. Through an abstract 
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conceptualisation step, I reviewed what could be done differently in the future and presented 

an accompanying practice action plan. Finally, I concluded by discussing my developmental 

needs for the future. 

As previously noted, I have an extensive background in working with vulnerable young people, 

including juvenile offenders. Working with young offenders was one of the most challenging 

and rewarding potions I held as my career progressed. This role naturally led to the desire to 

develop my knowledge surrounding criminal behaviour and crime. Speaking to a colleague 

who had completed an MSc at the University of Portsmouth sparked my interest in criminology 

and my application for an MSc in Criminology and Criminal Justice at the Institute of Criminal 

Justice Studies (ICJS). Having completed the MSc, I wanted to develop my knowledge even 

further, driven by the idea that studying at a doctoral level could potentially establish and be 

perceived by others as professional due to qualifying to the highest standing. Moreover, by 

undertaking this award, I hoped that due to the level of academia which would enhance my 

knowledge surrounding youth offending, this could be used to help develop and inform any 

policies that may arise in a review of the current juvenile criminal justice system.  

 

There were also several motivations for undertaking a professional doctorate route instead of 

other academic options that focus on detailed knowledge but are restricted by the specialised 

research topic and do not meet the needs of employers. Professional knowledge is gained by 

applying theory to practice while working in that professional setting.  

 

My doctorate choice also permitted me to continue working with young offenders, develop my 

knowledge and expertise, and enhance my development. I have found that the continued 

commitment to the organisation through this doctorate has permitted me to draw together the 

concepts of self–reflection through a method of practice that is critically reflective and with a 

practical approach to addressing workplace issues. Likewise, while continuing to work during 

my studies, the doctorate was completed while being supported and encouraged by colleagues 

and others in the same doctorate cohort. As a result, the inter-professional learning offered me 

peer support and assessment through interactive and discursive sessions, which encouraged me 

to develop and receive constructive feedback that I could use to enhance the course’s 

progression. 
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Interestingly, the different learning styles I was exposed to and the skills obtained during this 

course have led me to use reflective practices in every aspect of learning and work-based 

development. Reflective learning and practice have enabled me to contribute confidently to 

knowledge within a criminal justice system and review and improve offenders’ interventions 

when required. While echoing other reflective accounts, it is claimed that doctoral students 

rarely look past their conclusions. I envisage that following the doctorate's completion, the 

publication and presentation of this study's findings will be disseminated through conferences 

aimed at those working with young offenders and post-doctoral research. This aim was 

supported and encouraged when I attended the research publication and dissemination 

workshop weekend at the university, which enthused me, and this is something that I will 

genuinely engage with through an agreed dissemination strategy between my supervisor and 

me. 

In conclusion, a personal reflection is essential to promote knowledge and enhance the learning 

and development of those who use one of many different frameworks available. Furthermore, 

upon reflection on the university's doctorate course in criminal justice, I have gained both as a 

person and a professional throughout the challenge. 
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Appendix 7: Kolb’s Experimental Learning Theory 
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Appendix 8: Research Ethics Review Checklist 
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Appendix 9: Ethics Approval Form 
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