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Abstract

Background: Restorative justice emerges as a theoretical-practical approach to the criminal legal system, in which the reparation
of damage of the victim is a central point. However, the growing empirical production referring to the effects of this approach on
victims is sometimes shown to be weakened or dispersed, focusing mainly on their satisfaction. Objective: The present work
intended to systematically evaluate the empirical production of the restorative justice field, to aggregate and examine in-
formation in the literature regarding the psychological impacts on victims who participated in restorative practices. Methods: A
search was made using electronic databases to identify quantitative, qualitative, and mixed-method studies, published between
January 2000 and December 2020 that reported psychological impacts on real victims of crimes, who participated in mediations/
conferences victim—offender. Results: 35 studies were identified as focusing on the psychological impacts on victims resulting
from restorative practices. These studies have shown effects on post-traumatic symptomatology, on the emotions and
emotional needs resulted from victimization, as well as on the victims’ perceptions of their offenders. Conclusions: The present
research showed that restorative justice practices have a positive psychological impact on victims, who are frequently forgotten
in conventional justice, and that some of these impacts persist over time.
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Introduction comprehensive, and humanistic perspective of the legal sys-
tem, to facilitate the restoration/recovery processes of victims,
offenders and communities.

Despite the inexistence of a single and consensual defi-
nition for RJ, a common idea of most conceptualizations is that
RJ consists in as a theoretical-practical approach, which takes
place within the criminal justice system and has the purpose to
strive redress for the damage caused by crimes, assuming a
more inclusive and participatory nature (Braithwaite, 2002).
Thus, instead of seeing the criminal act as a violation of the
law that leads to the punishment of an offender (Strang, 2002;
UN, 2002), RJ considers the crime as an irregular action that
caused harm to an individual or community, and therefore a
criminal act is seen as a violation of a person and the rela-
tionships between people (victim—offender). This innovative

Restorative Justice (RJ) is an approach to criminal legal
systems that emerges as an alternative to the so-called con-
ventional justice (CJ) (UN, 2002). It aims to be a response to
the lack of a holistic and humanizing view, felt by the parties
involved in a crime, due to the absence of more inclusive
strategies that meet the needs of victims and, consequently,
minimize their psychological damage (Strang, 2002;
Wemmers & Cyr, 2005J. A. Wemmers & Cyr, 2005; Zehr,
2005). Choi and Severson (2009) reported that many crime
victims face insensitive treatments by traditional criminal
justice systems, often feeling excluded from their own pro-
cesses. The same authors also mention that, in addition,
victims frequently do not receive any restitution and rarely
hear genuine expressions of remorse by the offenders when the
case is conducted through the procedures of CJ. According to
Zehr (2005), the result of these gaps, that conduct to the 'william James Center for Research, ISPA, Lisboa, Portugal
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conception of crime (i.e., as an interpersonal transgression),
intends to promote accountability (in a significant way), as well
as the offenders’ moral obligation to repair the damage caused
by their actions and to seek the restoration of the affected re-
lationship (Zehr, 2005). To fulfill this goal, RJ presupposes that
victims, offenders, and the community (or their representatives)
come together to talk about the incident and engage in a “re-
storative dialogue.” The most common form of these en-
counters is the victim—offender mediation or, according to some
terminology, victim—offender conference (an extended form of
mediation) (Johnstone & Van Ness, 2013), which were the first
types of RJ meeting to be established and are, even today, the
most used models in RJ programs (Umbreit, 2002) and the ones
that reports higher satisfaction levels on its participants
(McCold & Watchel, 2002).

In addition, Zehr (2015) also states that these RJ processes
aim to balance the spheres of power among the participants,
seeking victim empowerment, while providing sensitive
support to the offender. This balance facilitates the process of
communication and productive dialogue, avoiding on the one
hand that both parties are in opposition, and on the other hand
that one is more vulnerable than the other. Thus, RJ practices
require a unique and rigorous framework, guided by a set of
universal values, such as justice, solidarity and responsibility,
respect for human dignity and truth (EFRJ, 2020).

Despite the popularity of RJ programs, research regarding
its evaluation is still in an embryonic state, since the majority
of the literature focuses on the analysis of stakeholder satis-
faction, especially the offender perspective. In this sense, it is
often suggested by researchers that participation in RJ pro-
grams has a beneficial impact on the level of satisfaction for
victims and offenders (Bonta et al., 2002; Latimer et al., 2005;
Rugge et al., 2006; Strang, 2002; Umbreit et al., 1994). Given
the importance of the participant satisfaction with their re-
storative processes, some investigators have exclusively ex-
amined this indicator in determining the success of RJ
programs (Dignan, 2005; Umbreit et al., 1994). However,
since high levels of satisfaction do not necessarily indicate the
effectiveness of a program such analysis seems to be reductive
and insufficient (Zehr, 2005).

Besides, recent empirical production has shown several
effects on victims, which go far beyond satisfaction and in-
clude positive psychological outcomes. From the restorative
paradigm, the literature highlights the importance of voluntary
participation by victims, not only for the opportunity to ex-
press their thoughts and emotions regarding what happened,
but also for feeling heard, which leads to their validation
(Strang et al., 2006; Umbreit, 2002). Moreover, RJ fosters a
greater involvement of victims in their own processes and
promotes the access to significant information about their
victimization (“why me?”) (Strang, 2002). Thus, Zehr (2005)
states that this way the conditions are created for victims to
better integrate and re-signify their victimization experi-
ences. Also, the narration of trauma, whether public or
private, as occurs in RJ practices, relieves sadness, mitigates

fears and anxieties, and promotes the repair of those who
have suffered damage (Neimeyer et al., 2006). Consistent
with these results, Lloyd and Borril (2019) reveal the sig-
nificant effects of RJ practices improving post-traumatic
stress symptomatology (PTSS) in victims, closely related
to aspects such as avoidance, intrusive thoughts and hy-
perreactivity, which are based, respectively, on the victim
levels of fear, distress, and anxiety.

Furthermore, other studies show that RJ practices give
victims a greater sense of control (empowerment), as they can
decide the degree of involvement they intend to have in the
processes (Gustafson, 2005). According to victimology lit-
erature, victims’ empowerment is the basis to restore both the
sense of security and self-confidence (Kellas & Manusov,
2003), which are needed to the transformative movement from
victim status to survivor' status (Brosi & Rolling, 2010;
Leisenring, 2006; SAKI, 2021). This movement is based on
the acceptance of losses and in the consequent emotional
overcome (closure) of the situation (Beck et al., 2015; Hoff &
Hoff, 2011). Thus, it is not surprising that the justice pro-
fessionals involved (e.g., lawyers, mediators) also report that
RJ approaches have remarkably more positive results for
victims when compared to conventional interventions (Bonta
et al., 2002; Latimer et al., 2005).

Most studies highlight, both the reduction of negative
emotions and feelings such as anger, fear, anxiety, distress, and
sadness (Kunst & Varejamp, 2014; Strang, 2002; Umbreit
et al., 2004), and the development of more positive, empathic
and humanized perceptions toward offenders (Braithwaite,
2002). However, the literature suggests that the psychological
consequences of victimization are likely to vary depending on
several aspects: the type of crime (i.e., whether low or high
severity); the levels of damage experienced; and the individual
characteristics of the victim and the offender (Shapland &
Hall, 2007). Other previous studies advocated that the levels
of satisfaction of victims in restorative processes would be
related to the perceptions of justice (i.e., having their rights
recognized and their victimization validated) and with the
sense of their needs being met (Latimer et al., 2005; Rugge
et al., 2006; Strang, 2002).

Despite quantitative analysis point to high levels of victim
satisfaction with their restorative experiences, Choi et al.
(2012), in their qualitative literature review, focused on ca-
ses of victim dissatisfaction in these processes, referring to the
feeling that the offender remorse and apologies were not
entirely sincere, thus jeopardizing the restorative outcome of
the mediations. The same authors identified gaps between RJ
theory and practice, pointing to the extreme importance of the
proper training of mediators, who should be able to establish
effective communications during meetings, avoid the danger
of the victim becoming morally dominant or be revictimized
during the restorative process, and consequently get an un-
satisfactory psychological result.

Although positive assessments of victims’ levels of sat-
isfaction with their restorative experiences predominate
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(Latimer et al., 2005; Strang, 2002), there are few studies that
specifically examine the psychological impacts on partici-
pating victims of RJ, when compared to the so-called tradi-
tional types of legal proceedings. However, the fact that many
studies report that victims show high levels of satisfaction with
RJ does not necessarily allow to infer the existence of more
positive psychological impacts. Thus, considering the possible
psychological consequences of victimization processes (i.e.,
negative emotions, distress, PTSS, emotional needs), it be-
comes necessary to understand how restorative practices can
affect relevant psychological outcomes on victims of crime
(Lloyd & Borril, 2019). In addition, despite the global pop-
ularity of RJ and the growth of evidence regarding its psy-
chological impacts, data are dispersed throughout the
literature. That is, specific issues of psychological well-being
are often confused or concealed in the literature with studies
that focus on victim satisfaction levels (Angel, 2014).
Moreover, the reviews recently founded in the literature are
mainly qualitative (and non-systematic), or highlight exclu-
sively specific outcomes (Choi et al., 2012; Lloyd & Borril,
2019). Thus, given the need to develop a systematic review of
the literature, this work intends to condense the scattered
information regarding the psychological impacts of RJ on
crime victims, which complements and deepens the assess-
ment of general satisfaction indices.

Method
Eligibility Criteria

Eligibility criteria for the inclusion of studies in this review
were developed based on the standardized SPIDER strategy
(Cooke et al., 2012). This strategy presupposes the defi-
nition of five key elements for the review, namely: (S)
Sample, that should reflect the group of interest; (PI)
Phenomenon of Interest, which refers to the type of ex-
periences and interventions to be investigated; (D) Design,
as the theoretical approach determines the type of research
used (e.g., experimental, quasi-experimental, correlational,
descriptive, among others); (E) Evaluation, which concerns
the results of the studies; and (R) Research type which may
be qualitative, quantitative, or mixed-method (Cooke et al.,
2012).

Thereby, the present study focuses its analysis on victims of
crimes, excluding studies in which the victims are not real
(that is, studies whose sample consists of people invited to
imagine themselves as having been victimized). Similar to
previous studies, this work considered victims of murder
crimes as the closest relative of the murdered victim.

The phenomenon of interest in this review referred to
interventions based on restorative practices in the criminal
sphere, this is victim—offender meetings (VOM), particularly
mediations or conferences. These typologies of intervention
have higher levels of structure and are the most used in RJ
programs because, according to the literature, they are the kind

of practices that shows more evidence of effects (i.e., satis-
faction) on participants (McCold & Watchel, 2002).

In the present work, we considered for analysis all the
results of relevant quantitative, qualitative or mixed-method
empirical studies, capable of elucidating about psychological
impacts on victims, after their voluntary participation in
VOM. These psychological impacts can be operationalized as
any changes or emerging psycho-emotional aspects, which
differ from the previous state of victimization caused by the
crime (i.e., prior to RJ intervention). Thus, the analysis of the
selected studies focused on psychological effects of VOM
such as: (a) post-traumatic stress symptoms (PTSS) (Lloyd &
Borril, 2019), (b) negative emotions/emotional states (e.g.,
anxiety, anger, sadness, fear, guilt, distress) (Strang, 2002), (c)
aspects created by victimization process (e.g., insecurity, lack
of control, injustice, lack of self-esteem) (Gustafson, 2005;
Kellas & Manusov, 2003), (d) negative perceptions about
oneself and its offenders (Umbreit et al., 1994), and (e)
emotional needs resulted from the crime (i.e., (1) need of
information to better understand what happened and why, (2)
need to be more involved in the justice process, (3) need to
express their emotions and to be validated, (4) need of being
empowered and to achieve emotional overcome of the situ-
ation) (Strang, 2002).

Regarding the included publications, the studies considered
in this systematic review were restricted to those published in
the period between 2000 and 2020, in academic and scientific
journals with peer-review, as well as in specialist journals,
excluding theoretical, commentary or opinion articles and
gray literature, which includes conference proceedings,
conference papers, unpublished works and masters’ and
doctoral dissertations. Excluding gray literature was a prac-
tical decision, related to the difficulty of having a compre-
hensive database with this kind of literature, which could
compromise reproducibility.

Information Sources

The systematic search for relevant literature was carried out
through the following electronic databases: Web of Science,
Scopus, PubMed, and EBSCOhost. In resource aggregator
portals were selected and activated databases as: Criminal
Justice Abstracts, PsycTherapy, PsycINFO, PsycARTICLES,
Psychology and Behavioral Sciences Collection, PEP Ar-
chive, Academic Search Complete, ERIC and Medline. The
search of the present work was conducted in February 2021
and was limited to articles written in English, Spanish, and
Portuguese languages.

Search Strategy for the Identification of Relevant Articles

The present review sought to capture the studies conducted on
victims’ outcomes in RJ processes, but contrary to previous
reviews, these results did not refer merely to satisfaction
levels. Instead, the results focused on the range of
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psychological effects. In this sense, the search terms were
developed based on the structure discussed above, linking RJ
practices to victims, who voluntarily participated in VOM
based on RJ theories, and from where the effects of a psycho-
emotional nature arising from these processes are evidenced.
Thus, the following search equation was created: (restorative
Justice or restorative practice or restorative approach or
victim—offender conference or victim—offender mediation)
AND (victim*) AND (outcome™ or benefit* or effect* or
impact* or consequence*). The articles determined by this
search equation were scrutinized by their title and abstract to
include only relevant studies that met the aforementioned
inclusion criteria. From the studies selected for analysis, their
bibliographic references were also manually examined, to
explore, if pertinent, other possibilities for inclusion (by
backward citation search method) (Garrard, 2011).

Screening and selection process

After obtaining all the references identified by searching
databases, the sequential process of selecting the articles to
be included in this systematic review began. Thus, to
consistently proceed methodically, the PRISMA Statement
tool was used. The instrument consists of 27-items checklist
and includes a flow diagram, which facilitates the synthesis
and presentation of the entire data management process of
conducting systematic reviews (Liberati et al., 2009). Thus,
following the flow diagram tool, we performed four steps:

(1) identification of the articles, referring to the total
number of articles retained from electronic databases
search, the total number found in the manual search
(i.e., backward citation search) and the final number
after removing the duplicates;

(2) screening articles, accomplished by reading its titles
and abstracts;

(3) assessment of eligibility of the articles, performed by
its full-text reading to select those that should be
included or excluded, based on the criteria previously
defined;

(4) inclusion of relevant articles, presenting the final
number of studies included for the qualitative
analysis.

To reduce observer bias, the search and selection of articles
for analysis were carried out by two independent researchers.
Finally, the divergences were discussed until there was a
consensus.

Quality Assessment

After identifying the eligible studies to be included in this
systematic review, their empirical quality (EQ) was assessed,
to better control possible biases in the evaluations and avoid
erroneous extrapolations of the results. To this end, the Mixed-

Methods Appraisal Tool (version 2018)—MMAT (Hong
et al., 2018) was used. This tool establishes two initial cri-
teria, which aim to validate its application to the study in-
cluded, and five criteria that aim to assess its EQ. The choice of
this tool was due to these five criteria that vary in a specific
way depending on the type of study in question, enabling the
assessment of the quality of studies with different method-
ologies (qualitative, quantitative, or mixed-method). Re-
garding quantitative methodology studies, the MMAT analysis
is also sensitive to several designs, enabling the differentiation
between randomized controlled trials, non-randomized and
descriptive.

For practical purposes, we assumed that all the five criteria
contribute equally to the analysis of the EQ of the studies.
Therefore, to quantify the quality of each study, one point was
attributed for each of the five quality criteria met.

Like the previous steps, to overcome possible confirmatory
biases, the evaluation of the articles” EQ was carried out by
two independent researchers, and the divergences were dis-
cussed until there was an inter-judge agreement.

Data Collection and Analysis

Finally, we extracted and analyzed the content of the data,
documenting and exploring the characteristics of the studies
identified in categories of interest, namely: (a) identification of
authors and year of publication; (b) study goals, (c) type and
design of research, (d) origin and composition of the sample;
(e) type of intervention; (f) psychological outcome of interest
involved; (g) and main results referring to the previously
identified psychological outcome, which allows to answer to
the research question of this work.

Results

Included studies

From the initial search, 1373 articles were obtained, which
were reduced to 630 after removed duplicates. A further three
empirical studies were identified (Beck et al., 2015; Tamarit &
Luque, 2016; Wemmers & Cyr, 2005]. A. Wemmers & Cyr,
2005) following the reading of two previous systematic re-
views (Choi et al., 2012; Lloyd & Borril, 2019) and the
bibliographic analysis of articles relevant to this review (i.e.,
by backward citation search method) (Avieli et al., 2021).
Thus, a total of 633 studies were screened based on their title
and abstract, resulting in 90 studies identified by the eligibility
analysis through a complete reading of the articles. From this
set of articles, 55 were excluded for not respecting the in-
clusion criteria stipulated for this review, namely: a) 15 articles
for not being an empirical work; b) two references because
they are not articles published in peer-reviewed scientific or
academic journals; ¢) 10 articles because it is not a sample
composed by real victims of crimes; d) one article because it is
from the perspective of the facilitators and not the victims; )
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Full-text articles excluded with reasons
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Figure |. Flowchart outlining literature review search and selection process (adapted from Liberati et al., 2009).

two articles for merely assessing the satisfaction level of
victims; f) 18 articles for not referring to psychological im-
pacts on victims after their participation in restorative VOM;
g) two articles for addressing mediations that are not based on
R1J theories and h) five articles for not specifically focusing on
the restorative practice of VOM. At the end of the search
process, screening and selection of eligible studies, a total of
35 studies were included in this systematic review to carry out
a content analysis of the results (Figure 1).

As for the assessment of the articles EQ, it was possible to
verify that all of them respect the criteria for the MMAT
application (i.e. all articles clearly established their research
questions and sought to adopt appropriate methodologies to
obtain relevant data). Most of the studies included have a
satisfactory EQ, fully or almost fully meeting the MMAT
criteria. However, five of these studies only meet one or two of
the five stipulated quality criteria, scoring lower (Davis, 2009;
Hargovan, 2010; Poulson & Elton, 2002; Tamarit & Luque,
2016; Wemmers & Cyr, 2005J. A. Wemmers & Cyr, 2005).
The methodological weaknesses (or omissions) were related
to the sample representativeness, sampling strategy, con-
templation of parasite variables and/or the lack of complete

results. Despite this, we decided not to exclude these articles
by their lower quality, not only because it could lead to a form
of selection bias (e.g., collider-stratification bias), which for
some authors should be avoided (e.g., Stone et al., 2019), but
also because the results of these articles are in line with the rest
of the studies included.

Characteristics of the included studies

In this systematic review, 35 studies were included; 13 are
quantitative studies, 18 are qualitative, and four are mixed-
method studies (Table 1).

From these studies, it was possible to ascertain a total of
4697 participants, from 11 different countries, namely: South
Africa (Hargovan, 2010; Murhula & Tolla, 2020); Australia
(Beven et al., 2005; Bolitho, 2015, 2017; Gal & Moyal, 2011;
Halsey et al., 2015; Sherman et al., 2005, 2015); Austria
(Pelikan, 2010); Belgium (Bolivar, 2013; Van Camp &
Wemmers, 2013); Canada (Calhoun & Pelech, 2013; Van
Camp & Wemmers, 2013; Wemmers & Cyr, 2005J. A.
Wemmers & Cyr, 2005; 2006); Spain (Bolivar, 2013;
Tamarit & Luque, 2016); USA (Umbreit et al., 2000, 2006,
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Table 2. Summary of extracted data and critical findings of the main psychological impacts of R] on victims.

Extracted Data Description N
Sample size Minimum |
Maximum 1179
N of studies
Study design Quantitative (randomized controlled trials) 4
Quantitative (non-randomized) 7
Quantitative descriptive 2
Qualitative 18
Mixed-methods 4
Main psychological impacts Decrease of PTSS 5
Decrease of negative emotions (fear/anger/guilt/anxiety/distress) 17
More positive perceptions about the offender 9
Satisfaction of emotional needs (information/expression/validation) 21
Achievement of emotional overcome (closure) 12
Recovery from aspects related with victimization process 8

2000; Beck et al., 2015; Coates et al., 2006; Davis, 2009;
Helfgott et al., 2000; Koss, 2014; Miller & Iovanni, 2013;
Poulson & Elton, 2002; Umbreit & Vos, 2000); Ireland (Lavin
& Carroll, 2014); United Kingdom (Angel et al., 2014;
Armstrong, 2012; Barr, 2013; Sherman et al., 2005, 2015; Tapp
etal., 2020; Walters, 2015); Sweden (Jacobson et al., 2012); and
Thailand (Boriboonthana & Sangbuangamlum, 2013).

In addition, as defined, all participants covered by the studies
included in this work were real victims of crimes, either of low
severity (i.e., property crime, arson, disorderly conduct, trafficking,
theft, burglary, fraud) or of high severity (i.e., assault, assault/
offense to bodily harm, murder or involuntary manslaughter,
sexual crime, domestic violence, hate crimes). As a result of these
crimes, 3611 of these victims voluntarily participated in VOM,
based on the general principles and values of RJ. The corre-
spondence between the participants of the different studies and the
crimes of which they were victims is summarized in Table 1.

Regarding the demographic features of the participating
victims, although the results in general do not show significant
differences between gender and psychological impacts after
the restorative meetings, some of the studies chose to use a
sample mostly or even exclusively constituted by female
victims (Hargovan, 2010; Koss, 2014; Miller & Iovanni,
2013; Pelikan, 2010; Van Camp & Wemmers, 2013). Con-
cerning age, although the vast majority of the included studies
analyzed victims in adulthood, two of them also examined
juvenile victims (i.e., under the age of 18) (Calhoun & Pelech,
2013; Gal & Moyal, 2011). One of these studies founded some
differences (although not statistically significant) in the pos-
itive impacts of RJ between different age groups, with a
tendency to smaller effect in the group of younger victims (d =
—0.28, p > .05) (Gal & Moyal, 2011).

Main psychological impacts on victims

The main results of the included studies showed that, re-
gardless of their design, the psychological impacts identified

focused on the same aspects (Table 2). Thus, it is possible to
ascertain the consistent and significant decrease in post-
traumatic stress symptoms after victims’ participation in
VOM (Angel et al., 2014; Beck et al., 2015; Koss, 2014;
Sherman et al., 2015; Tapp et al., 2020). Angel et al. (2014)
found that, except for levels of anxiety (p > .05), this decrease
was more expressive in levels of distress (p = .04; d = 4.447)
and fear (p = .024; d = .335) in victims who undergo re-
storative processes (i.e., VOM), when they compared with
victims that go through conventional legal processes and that
suffered the same type of crime.

Many of the results also point out considerable reductions
in negative emotions expressed by victims (fear, anger, guilt,
anxiety, distress) after their participation in RJ mediations/
conferences (Tables 1 and 2). The results consistently showed
that the negative emotion of anger felt by victims toward their
offenders is lower after VOM, compared to the levels of anger
felt by victims who were subjected to conventional justice
interventions. In Davis (2009) study, this aspect showed to be
significant (p < 0.01; d = 117.65). Furthermore, this evidence
has shown to be persistent over the years (Sherman et al.,
2015). Alongside this, there is a decrease in the desire for
revenge by the victims-participants (Sherman et al., 2005,
2015), highlighting changes in the perception they have re-
garding their offenders after VOM and assuming more pos-
itive attitudes (Armstrong, 2012; Beven et al., 2005;
Boriboonthana & Sangbuangamlum, 2013; Jacobson et al.,
2012; Poulson & Elton, 2002; Strang et al., 2006; Umbreit
etal.,2010; Walters, 2015). The results also reveal that victims
who participated in direct restorative mediations show a more
positive perception about the offender, compared to victims
who refused to participate, or who participated in indirect
mediations (Bolivar, 2013).

As for the recovery of aspects created by the victimization
process, some studies show that the participation of victims in
VOM promotes a reduction in feelings of helplessness about
of what has happened (Miller & Iovanni, 2013; Tamarit &
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Luque, 2016; Van Camp & Wemmers, 2013), along with an
increased perception of security (t (50) = 4.57; p <.001)
(Beven et al., 2005) and self-esteem (Jacobson et al., 2012).
Besides, studies reported the development, during the re-
storative process, of a renewed sense of control and em-
powerment (Bolitho, 2015; Lavin & Carrol, 2014Lavin &
Carroll, 2014; Pelikan, 2010).

The results show that VOM practices meet the multiple
emotional needs of victims, reporting a greater involvement in
the justice processes (Helfgott et al., 2000) and referencing the
satisfaction of the need for information (Jacobson et al., 2012;
Umbreit et al., 2006), expression, and validation (Armstrong,
2012; Barr, 2013; Beven et al., 2005; Bolitho, 2015;
Boriboonthana & Sangbuangamlum, 2013; Halsey et al.,
2015; Hargovan, 2010; Koss, 2014; Lavin & Carrol, 2014;
Murhula & Tolla, 2020; Umbreit et al. al., 2000, 2010;
Poulson & Elton, 2002; Strang et al., 2006; Tamarit & Luque,
2016; Van Camp & Wemmers, 2013; Walters, 2015;
Wemmers & Cyr, 2005J. A. Wemmers & Cyr, 2005).

There are still many results in which victims report that
participation in VOM gave them a sense of emotional over-
come (closure), based on relief and emotional conditions to
continue their lives (Beck et al., 2015; Bolivar, 2013; Calhoun
& Pelech, 2013; Halsey et al., 2015; Hargovan, 2010; Murhula
& Tolla, 2020; Poulson & Elton, 2002; Umbreit et al., 2006,
2010, 2006; Umbreit & Vos, 2000; Van Camp & Wemmers,
2013). This sense of closure has been shown to be a prevalent
result over time (Bolitho, 2015).

Discussion

The present work aimed to carry out a systematic evaluation of
quantitative, qualitative, and mixed-method empirical pro-
duction, to aggregate and examine dispersed information
regarding the psychological impacts on victims who partici-
pate in restorative victim—offender meetings (VOM), namely,
in mediations or conferences.

It was possible to verify that regardless of the study design
(quantitative, qualitative, and mixed-method), there was an
agreement regarding the psychological impacts identified on
the victims participating in VOM. Thus, several studies report
that victims who contacted their offenders in restorative
meetings significantly exhibited a decrease in their post-
traumatic stress symptomatology (PTSS) (Angel et al,
2014; Beck et al., 2015; Koss, 2014; Sherman et al., 2015;
Tapp et al., 2020), which according to Lloyd and Borril (2019)
is related to high levels of anxiety, distress and fear. The results
of the included studies have consistently shown that after
VOM there is a decreasing of the aforementioned levels on
victims (Umbreit et al., 2000, 2006, 2010, 2006; Bolitho,
2017; Boriboonthana & Sangbuangamlum, 2013; Calhoun &
Pelech, 2013; Coates et al., 2006; Hargovan, 2010; Helfgott
et al.,, 2000; Miller & lovanni, 2013; Strang et al., 2006;
Tamarit & Luque, 2016; Umbreit & Vos, 2000; Wemmer &
Cyr, 2005).

This evidence is in line with the victimology literature,
which advocates that the narration of trauma, as happens in RJ
practices, favors the reparation of victims, relieving their fears
and anxieties (Neimeyer et al., 2006). In addition, the study by
Angel et al. (2014) even shows that the decrease of PTSS,
associated with levels of anxiety and fear, is more expressive
in victims who undergo restorative practices, compared to
victims who go through conventional legal processes. This
fact is eventually based on the premise that restorative
meetings represent an opportunity for the victims to expose
themselves to direct contact with their offender(s) in a safe and
controlled environment (EFRJ, 2020). Thus, if cognitive-
behavioral psychological theories are evoked here, as
Sherman et al. (2005) did, it can be said that this safe and
controlled exposure to the traumatic stimulus (offender) can
explain the decreases of fear levels felt by victims after VOM.

However, the results of the present study reveal diver-
gences regarding the levels of anxiety in victims, after dif-
ferent types of intervention (restorative justice and
conventional justice) (Angel et al., 2014; Sherman et al.,
2015). This incongruity may refer not only to the fact that
rates of hyperreactivity (associated with anxiety) consistently
decrease over time after a traumatic event (Orth et al., 2006),
but also to methodological issues related to the time intervals
that are far between the occurrence of crimes and interventions
(RJ or CJ), or between participation and data collection. This
inference results from the observation that there was no
temporal uniformity between the study of Sherman et al.
(2015) and the study of Angel et al. (2014), with the latter
having a longer period between the intervention and the data
collection. In addition, none of these studies clarify the time
interval between the time before the occurrence of crimes and
the intervention. Thus, the importance of establishing the
variable time in this type of study is highlighted, since shorter
intervals between crime and mediation, and between media-
tion and data collection, can be more appropriate to observe
the effects of interventions, especially with regard to levels of
anxiety.

The results of the various studies included here also
showed that the participant-victims expressed less anger to-
ward their offenders after the restorative meetings (Bolitho,
2017; Davis, 2009; Gal & Moyal, 2011; Strang et al., 2003,
2006; Tamarit & Luque, 2016; Umbreit et al., 2006, 2010,
2006; Umbreit & Vos, 2000), thus reducing their desire for
revenge toward to them (Sherman et al., 2005, 2015). In this
way, we can think about the relevance of achieving one of the
goals of VOM, which is the dialogue seeking compensation
for the harm suffered by the victim, through the expression of
remorse and apology by the offender (EFRJ, 2020; Zher,
2005). Besides, regarding the importance of the victims’
perceptions about the offenders’ apologies (Choi et al., 2012),
it is possible to state that the generality of the results of this
study suggests that the demonstrations of offenders’ remorse
were perceived by the victims as being authentic. This per-
ception motivates forgiveness and psychologically impacts
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the victim in a positive and significant way, with this effect
prevailing over time (Sherman et al., 2015). It is reasonable to
say that reducing the emotion of anger and feelings of revenge
toward the offender depends on the victims’ perception of
sincere offenders’ remorse. Thus, it is important to highlight
the relevance of safeguarding procedural issues such as of-
fenders’ accountability for the crime committed, along with
their suitability to participate in these restorative meetings.

Also, regarding the emotion of anger felt by victims, it was
possible to identify evidence in Gal and Moyal (2011) study,
that points to the possibility of population differences between
adult and juvenile victims, with the latter group having ex-
pressed a less marked decrease in this emotion after the VOM
(although this is not shown statistically significant by these
authors). Such evidence seems to be based not only on dif-
ferences in the operationalization of the RJ, which in the case
of young victims necessarily involves the presence of family/
guardians (Miers, 2003), but also on issues related to the
conduct of mediation itself. In the study in question (Gal &
Moyal, 2011), some of these young victims reported the
dominance of their parents in mediation, diminishing their role
in the conference. This imbalance caused in the sphere of
power of young victims goes against the RJ theoretical basis
and can compromise the effectiveness of these practices
(EFRJ, 2020; Zehr, 2015). Still following this question, the
study by Jacobson et al. (2012), pointed to the existence of
limitations in the benefits obtained from restorative media-
tions, due to the morally dominant position taken by some of
its victim-participants. In this sense, it is relevant to highlight
what was mentioned by Choi et al. (2012), about the im-
portance of a solid training of mediators, to maintain high
quality standards of these professionals in conducting re-
storative meetings.

Besides, the emotional transformation regarding the vic-
tims’ guilt is highlighted, with results that point out to a
decrease of self-blame related to the traumatic event experi-
enced, after their participation in VOM (Calhoun & Pelech,
2013; Miller & lovanni, 2013; Sherman et al., 2005). This
evidence is congruent with what is considered by the RJ
theory, which is based on a sincere and open dialogue about
the offenders’ role in the crime, directly addressing their re-
sponsibility in it (EFRJ, 2020; Strang et al., 2006). Once again,
it is worth emphasizing the need for procedural scrutiny
supported by the assumption of responsibility for the crime
and suitability that allows the offender to be a candidate for
restorative practice.

Although the literature suggests that the self-blame felt by
victims may vary depending on the type of crime suffered or
the individual features of the victims and/or their offenders
(Shapland & Hall, 2007), none of these variables were ex-
plored in the studies. However, although some of the studies
included in this review used a majority, or even exclusively,
female victims sample, this did not prove to be a relevant
element of analysis for the purpose of this study, justifying this
sample option with the specific demographic expression of

certain crimes such as domestic violence or sexual violence
(Hargovan, 2010; Koss, 2014; Miller & Iovanni, 2013;
Pelikan, 2010; Van Camp & Wemmers, 2013).

Thus, the absence of analysis of this type of variables (i.e.,
type of crime and participants features) constitutes a meth-
odological limitation, which raises the need for additional
empirical production that explores the conditions in which the
RJ can operate and become more psychologically beneficial to
the participating victims. In the same way, it has to be noted
that none of the included studies, from 11 countries and five
different continents (with different cultures and historical
backgrounds) examined diversity aspects of the studied
populations (e.g., racial/ethnic characteristics and/or socio-
cultural contexts). This absence may have relevant implica-
tions in the interpretation of the outcomes of the studies, since
recognizing that different groups may present differences
between them is vital to developing research that not only
reflects the needs of diverse populations, but also seeks to
assess the impact of these tailored interventions (Bent-
Goodley, 2021). Thus, not addressing diversity issues on
the result analysis can be pointed as a limitation of each study
included on this review (Tajima, 2021).

Nevertheless, the results also highlight the existence of
changes in the perception that victims have about their of-
fenders after VOM, taking on more positive and empathetic
contours (Armstrong, 2012; Beven et al., 2005;
Boriboonthana & Sangbuangamlum, 2013; Jacobson et al.,
2012; Poulson & Elton, 2002; Strang et al., 2006; Umbreit
et al., 2010; Walters, 2015). This fact is in line with what is
defended by Braithwaite (2002), when he states that the wealth
of restorative VOM lies in the humanization of the process and
the consequent change of perception about the offender, which
transforms the ‘criminal’ into a person who committed a crime
and has its own context.

The results of this review showed, in a transversal way, that
VOM in the RJ context meet the emotional needs of victims,
resulting from their victimization processes. Thus, the
participant-victims revealed to feel a greater involvement in
their own processes (Helfgott et al., 2000), allowing them
three key situations to overcome the victimization experience:
(a) to obtain a better understanding of what happened (i.e.,
need for information) (Jacobson et al., 2012; Umbreit et al.,
2006), (b) to have the opportunity to express their emotions
and thoughts regarding the crime suffered (i.e., need for ex-
pression), and (c) to feel that they are heard and that their
suffering is validated, contributing to a greater perception
that justice has been done (i.e., need for validation)
(Armstrong, 2012; Barr, 2013; Beven et al., 2005; Bolitho,
2015; Boriboonthana & Sangbuangamlum, 2013; Halsey
et al., 2015; Hargovan, 2010; Koss, 2014; Lavin &
Carrol, 2014Lavin & Carroll, 2014; Murhula & Tolla,
2020; Poulson & Elton, 2002; Strang et al., 2006; Tamarit
& Luque, 2016; Umbreit et al., 2000, 2010; Van Camp &
Wemmers, 2013; Walters, 2015; Wemmers & Cyr, 2005]. A.
Wemmers & Cyr, 2005). Such results are consistent with the
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goal of a more flexible and humanized version of justice,
centered on the people who participate in RJ meetings
(Umbreit et al., 1994).

As a result, the data collected in this review also reveal that
through VOM, victims not only achieve recovery from a
feeling of impotence and/or lack of control over what has
happened (Beven et al., 2005; Miller & Iovanni, 2013; Van
Camp & Wemmers, 2013), but also re-establishing their
perceptions of security (Beven et al., 2005) and self-esteem
(Jacobson et al., 2012), as well as developing a sense of
empowerment (Bolitho, 2015; Lavin & Carrol, 2014; Pelikan,
2010; Tamarit & Luque, 2016). Thus, as stated by Kellas and
Manusov (2003), these results from the RJ are essential in the
process of transformation from victim status to survivor status,
which is imperative in the emotional recovery of a traumatic
event (i.e., the crime).

In this sense, the results also highlight the evidence that
participation in VOM provides victims with a sense of
emotional overcome of what happened (closure), focusing on
aspects such as relief and emotional strength to continue their
lives (Beck & Kropf, 2015; Bolivar, 2013; Calhoun & Pelech,
2013; Halsey et al., 2015; Hargovan, 2010; Murhula & Tolla,
2020; Poulson & Elton, 2002; Umbreit et al., 2006, 2010,
2006; Umbreit & Vos, 2000; Van Camp & Wemmers, 2013).
Interestingly, the results related to emotional overcome are
consistently present in studies in which the participants were
victims of crimes with a high degree of severity and violence
(e.g., murder, physical, or sexual assault). In the work by
Walters (2015), the case study participant even mentions that
VOM was shown to be preponderant in her grief process. This
fact gains consistency in the literature if we return to what was
mentioned by Hoff and Hoff (2011), that the meaning of closure
implies the acceptance of losses, which is a central component
for the emotional overcome process of traumatic events, where
there was little or no control (Hayes, 2004).

In addition, the study by Bolitho (2015) highlights that this
sense of closure evidenced by victims participating in RJ
conferences is not a transitory effect, but one that persists over
time. In this way;, it is possible to come up with the idea that RJ
practices may consist of processes of deep and significant
emotional change for the victims who participate in them.

In short, it can be said that, in general, the evidence found in
this review is predominantly positive, focusing not only on the
reduction of negative emotions of victims regarding their
offender and crime, but also on strengthening them at an
emotional level. These effects seem to be provided by the core
element of restorative meetings of valuing victims and their
needs resulted from victimization processes.

Limitations and Future Perspectives

At a methodological level, it was possible to identify an im-
portant limitation in the development of this systematic review
namely the option of not including gray literature, which might
imply the possibility of relevant studies having been left out. In
this sense, it is critical to mention the need to develop new
reliable methodological tools that allow the reproducible in-
clusion of gray literature in future systematic reviews.

Regarding the conceptualization of this systematic review,
although it supports the claim that RJ is an approach that seeks
to meet the victim and their needs, benefiting them positively
at a psychological level, some limitations can also be iden-
tified here (Table 3).

In this work, it was possible to verify the importance of the
previous procedural scrutiny for the RJ practice eligibility,
namely the existence of accountability for the crime committed
by the offender. However, when the conditions for the im-
plementation and execution of VOM are met, the offender
develops remorse and awareness, which according to Latimer
et al. (2005) generally culminates in a reduction in recidivism
rates criminal. As a result, beneficial and lasting psychological
impacts for the victim are observed (Sherman et al., 2015).
However, these effects seem to vary depending on the mediator,
which may constitute a limitation to the analysis of the studies.
Thus, it is imperative that future studies take into account the
quality of the VOM and the professionals who mediate them, as
this is something that can influence the effects of restorative
interventions on victims who participate in them. In this sense,
it is important to raise the issue of the need to standardize the
training of mediators, as well as to assess their professional
quality, in order to maximize the beneficial impacts for the
parties involved in restorative practice.

Table 3. Summary of limitations and implications of the review for practice, policy, and research.

Limitations of the Review

Implications for Practice and Future Research

* Gray literature (GL) was not included
reviews
* The conditions for R] application may be not
always available
* Included studies did not control some relevant
variables
treatments

* Develop new tools that allow the reproducible inclusion of GL in future systematic

* Need previous check of procedural aspects for R] eligibility such as the offenders’
accountability for the crime committed

* Future research should focus and control important variables such as personal features
of participants, mediator training, time intervals, crime severity, parallel psychological

* Included studies did not examine diversity aspects * Future research should address diversity aspects of the populations under study

of the studied populations
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In addition, it was also possible to identify some limitations
related to the results obtained by the included studies. One of
these limitations refers to the fact that the time variable was not
considered on many of the studies included, that is, the time
interval between the occurrence of crimes and the interven-
tions (restorative or conventional), as well as between the
VOM and the data collection. The divergences found in the
results are based on this limitation.

Other variables that proved to be relevant for the analysis of
the results of the included studies, but which none of them
addresses directly, are the features of the participating victims
and/or offenders and the severity of the crimes. If, on the one
hand, the RJ participants features are relevant as they influence
emotional issues (such as self-blame on the victims), on the
other hand, so is the awareness of how the crime severity affects
the impacts of RJ interventions, since the literature is contra-
dictory regarding this aspect (Daly, 2005; Strang, 2002). In the
same way, none of the included studies examined diversity
aspects of the studied populations, which may have implica-
tions in the interpretation of their outcome results, as previously
discussed. This constitutes a limitation of each individual study
included in this review (and consequently a limitation of this
review itself), unveiling a gap in the RJ literature, which should
be addressed in future research (Tajima, 2021).

Furthermore, taking into account the needs and emotions
emerging from the victimization processes, it is still worth
pointing out as a limitation that no study considered whether
the victim benefits from parallel psychological/psychiatric
care. This may affect the way that VOM impacts psycho-
logically these victims and may constitute itself as a con-
founding variable. In this sense, future studies should integrate
the control of possible confounding variables, such as: (1) the
time between the occurrence of the crime and the intervention,
(2) the time between the VOM and the evaluation of its effect,
(3) the existence of parallel psychological treatments, (4) the
personal features of the participants (victims and offenders) and,
(5) the crime severity. This additional scientific production
becomes pertinent in the future, as it would improve empirical
rigor and provide important clues about the resources and
circumstances in which VOM operate and enhance psycho-
logical benefits for victims. In addition, RJ research can play an
important role in prioritization and decision making regarding
the RJ limited resources, as in to inform and sensitize public
opinion about this kind of processes, in order to achieve greater
involvement of the community (Costa, 2009).

Thus, this review has relevant implications for optimizing
the implementation of restorative programs, since we aimed to
provide a systematic listing of the main impacts and benefits of
RJ on victims, this way contributing to the enrichment of the
literature in this research area.
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Note

1. Inthis work the term survivor is based on the terminology referred
by the SAKI Project (financed by the U.S. Department of Justice)
and refers to a term of empowerment to convey a person who
started a healing/recovery process after experiencing a crime.

References

*Angel, C. M., Sherman, L. W., Strang, H., Ariel, B., Bennett, S.,
Inkpen, N., Keane, A., & Richmond, T. S. (2014). Short-term
effects of restorative justice conferences on post-traumatic stress
symptoms among robbery and burglary victims: a randomized
controlled trial. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 10(3),
291-307. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11292-014-9200-0

*Armstrong, J. (2012). Factors contributing to victims’ satisfaction
with restorative justice practice: a qualitative examination.
British Journal of Community Justice, 10(2).

Avieli, H., Band Winterstein, T., & Gal, T. (2021). Challenges in
Implementing Restorative Justice with Older Adults: Institu-
tional Gatekeepers and Social Barriers. The British Journal of
Social Work. 51(3). http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcab051

*Barr, T. S. A. (2013). Putting victims in prison. Restorative Justice,
1(3), 389—413. http://dx.doi.org/10.5235/20504721.1.3.389

*Beck, E., Lewinson, T., & Kropf, N. P. (2015). Restorative justice
with older adults: Mediating trauma and conflict in later life.

Traumatology, 21(3), 219-226. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/
trm0000035
Bent-Goodley, T. (2021). Diversity in interpersonal violence re-

search. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 36(11-12),
4937-4952. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/08862605211013003
*Beven, J. P, Hall, G., Froyland, 1., Steels, B., & Goulding, D.
(2005). Restoration or renovation? Evaluating restorative justice
outcomes. Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 12(1), 194-206.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1375/pplt.2005.12.1.194
*Bolitho, J. (2015). Putting justice needs first: a case study of best
practice in restorative justice. Restorative Justice, 3(2),
256-281. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/20504721.2015.1069531
*Bolitho, J. (2017). Inside the restorative justice black box: The role of
memory reconsolidation in transforming the emotional impact of
violent crime on victims. International Review of Victimology,
23(3), 233-255. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0269758017714549
*Bolivar, D. (2013). For whom is restorative justice? A mixed-
method study on victims and (non-) participation. Restorative
Justice, 1(2), 190-214. http://dx.doi.org/10.5235/20504721.1.2.
190.


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0978-9258
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0978-9258
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3980-9945
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3980-9945
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0992-8572
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0992-8572
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938

Nascimento et al.

Bonta, J., Wallace-Capretta, S., Rooney, J., & McAnoy, K. (2002).
An outcome evaluation of restorative justice alternative to in-
carceration. Contemp. Justice Review, 5(4), 319-338. http://dx.
doi.org/10.1080/10282580214772

*Boriboonthana, Y., & Sangbuangamlum, S. (2013). Effectiveness of
the restorative justice process on crime victims and adult of-
fenders in Thailand. Asian Journal of Criminology, 8(4),
277-286. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11417-013-9160-8

Braithwaite, J. (2002). Setting standards for restorative justice.
British Journal of Criminology, 42(3), 563-577. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1093/bjc/42.3.563

Brosi, M. W., & Rolling, E. S. (2010). A narrative journey for in-
timate partner violence: From victim to survivor. The American
Journal of Family Therapy, 38(3), 237-250. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1080/01926180902961761

*Calhoun, A (2013). The impact of restorative and conventional
responses to harm on victims: a comparative study. British
Journal of Community Justice, 11(1).

Choi, J. J., Bazemore, G., & Gilbert, M. J. (2012). Review of research
on victims’ experiences in restorative justice: Implications for
youth justice. Children and Youth Services Review, 34(1),
35-42. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2011.08.011

Choi, J. J., & Severson, M. (2009). “What kind of apology is this?”:
The nature of apology in victim offender mediation. Children
and Youth Services Review, 31(7), 813—820. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1016/j.childyouth.2009.03.003

*Coates, R. B., Umbreit, M. S., & Vos, B. (2006). Responding to hate
crimes through restorative justice dialogue. Contemporary
Justice.  Review, 9(1), 7-21. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/
10282580600564784

Cooke, A, Smith, D, & Booth, A (2012). Beyond PICO: The
SPIDER tool for qualitative evidence synthesis. Qualitative
Health Research, 22(10), 1435-1443. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1177/1049732312452938

Costa, S. (2009). Criminal mediation and restorative justice. The
debate in Portugal. : ISCTE-IUL. Doctoral dissertation.

Daly, K. (2005). A tale of two studies: Restorative justice from a
victim’s perspective. New directions in restorative justice,
153-174.

*Davis, R. C. (2009). The Brooklyn mediation field test. Journal of
Experimental Criminology, 5(1), 25-39. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1007/511292-008-9067-z

Dignan, J. (2005). Understanding victims and restorative justice. :
Open University Press.

EFRJ - European Forum for Restorative Justice (2020). Key values
which are important to restorative justice. https://www.
euforumrj.org/en/values-restorative-justice

*Gal, T., & Moyal, S. (2011). Juvenile victims in restorative justice:
Findings from the reintegrative shaming experiments. British
Journal of Criminology, 51(6), 1014-1034. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1093/bjc/azr052

Garrard, J. (2011). Health sciences literature review made easy. The
matrix method (3rd ed.). : Jones & Bartlett Learning.

Gustafson, D. (2005). Exploring treatment and trauma recovery
implications of facilitating victim offender encounters in crimes

of severe violence: lessons from the Canadian experience. In E.
Elliott & R. Gordon (Eds), New directions in restorative justice:
Issues, practice, evaluation (pp. 193-227). Willan Publishing.

*Halsey, M., Goldsmith, A., & Bamford, D. (2015). Achieving re-
storative justice: Assessing contrition and forgiveness in the
adult conference process. Australian & New Zealand Journal of
Criminology, 48(4), 483-497. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
0004865814538433

*Hargovan, H. (2010). Doing justice differently: Is restorative justice
appropriate for domestic violence? Acta Criminologica: African
Journal of Criminology & Victimology, 2010(sed-2), 25-1.

Hayes, S. C. (2004). Acceptance and commitment therapy, relational
frame theory, and the third wave of behavioral and cognitive
therapies. Behavior Therapy, 35(4), 639-665. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1016/s0005-7894(04)80013-3

*Helfgott, J. B., Lovell, M. L., Lawrence, C. F., & Parsonage, W. H.
(2000). Results from the pilot study of the citizens, victims, and
offenders restoring justice program at the Washington state
reformatory. Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, 16(1),
5-31. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1043986200016001002.

Hoff, L. A., Brown, L., & Hoff, M. R (2011). People in crisis:
Clinical and diversity perspectives. Taylor & Francis.

Hong, Q. N., Pluye, P., Fabregues, S., Bartlett, G., Boardman, F.,
Cargo, M, Dagenais, P, Gagnon, P., Griffiths, F., Nicolau, B.,
O’Cathain, A., Rousseau, M-C., & Vedel, 1 (2018). Mixed
methods appraisal tool (MMAT), version 2018 (10, p. 1148552).
McGill - Registration of Copyright, Nr

*Jacobsson, M., Wahlin, L., & Andersson, T. (2012). Victim— of-
fender mediation in Sweden: Is the victim better off? Interna-
tional Review of Victimology, 18(3), 229-249. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1177/0269758012446985.

Johnstone, G., & Van Ness, D. (2013). Handbook of restorative
Jjustice. Routledge.

Kellas, J. K., & Manusov, V. (2003). What’s in a story? The relationship
between narrative completeness and adjustment to relationship
dissolution. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 20(3),
285-307. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0265407503020003002.

*Koss, MP (2014). The RESTORE program of restorative justice for
sex crimes: Vision, process, and outcomes. Journal of Inter-
personal Violence, 29(9), 1623-1660. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1177/0886260513511537.

Kunst, M, Popelier, L, & Varekamp, E (2014). Victim satisfaction
with the criminal justice system and emotional recovery: A
systematic and critical review of the literature. Trauma, Vio-
lence & Abuse, 16(3), 336-358. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
1524838014555034.

Latimer, J., Dowden, C., & Muise, D. (2005). The effectiveness
of restorative justice practices: A meta-analysis. The Prison
Journal, 85(2), 127-144. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
0032885505276969.

*Lavin, D., & Carroll, C (2014). Restorative justice in practice: a case
study. Irish Probation Journal, 11(1), 245-253.

Leisenring, A. (2006). Confronting “victim” discourses: The identity
work of battered women. Symbolic Interaction, 29(3), 307-330.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1525/51.2006.29.3.307.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
https://www.euforumrj.org/en/values-restorative-justice
https://www.euforumrj.org/en/values-restorative-justice
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527

TRAUMA, VIOLENCE, & ABUSE 0(0)

Liberati, A, Altman, DG, Tetzlaff, J, Mulrow, C, Getzsche, PC,
loannidis, JP, Clarke, M, Devereaux, PJ, Kleijnen, J, & Moher,
D (2009). The PRISMA statement for reporting systematic
reviews and meta-analyses of studies that evaluate health care
interventions: Explanation and elaboration. Plos Medicine, 6,
€1000100. http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000100

Lloyd, A., & Borrill, J. (2019). Examining the Effectiveness of
Restorative Justice in Reducing Victims’ Post-Traumatic Stress.
Psychological Injury and Law, 13(1), 77-89. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1007/s12207-019-09363-9.

McCold, P., & Wachtel, T (2002). Restorative justice theory vali-
dation. Restorative justice: Theoretical foundations, 110—-142.

Miers, D (2003). “4 comparative study of the system”, Project DIKE.
Protecting and promoting the rights of victims of crime in
Europe. : APAV.

*Miller, S. L., & lovanni, L. (2013). Using restorative justice for
gendered violence: Success with a postconviction model.
Feminist Criminology, 8(4), 247-268. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1177/1557085113490781

*Murhula, P. B. B., & Tolla, A. D (2020). The effectiveness of re-
storative justice practices on victims of crime: Evidence from
South Africa. International Journal for Crime, Justice and
Social Democracy, 9(3), 1-13. http://dx.doi.org/10.5204/ijcjsd.
1511

Neimeyer, R. A., Herrero, O., & Botella, L. (2006). Chaos to co-
herence: Psychotherapeutic integration of traumatic loss.
Journal of Constructivist Psychology, 19(2), 127-145. http://dx.
doi.org/10.1080/10720530500508738.

Orth, U, Montada, L, & Maercker, A (2006). Feelings of revenge,
retaliation motive, and posttraumatic stress reactions in crime
victims. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 21(2), 229-243.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0886260505282286.

*Pelikan, C. (2010). On the efficacy of Victim-Offender-Mediation in
cases of partnership violence in Austria, or: Men don’t get better,
but women get stronger: Is it still true? European Journal on
Criminal Policy and Research, 16(1), 49—67. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1007/s10610-010-9117-8

*Poulson, B., & Elton, K. (2002). Participants’ Attitudes in the Utah
Juvenile Victim-Offender Mediation Program. Juvenile and
Family Court Journal, 53(1), 37-45. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/
j-1755-6988.2002.tb00054 .x.

Rugge, T., Cormier, R., & Jesseman, R (2006). Restorative justice
and recidivism: promise made, promises kept. In D. Sullivan &
L. Tift (Eds), Handbook of restorative justice: A global per-
spective (pp. 108-120). Routledge.

SAKI - Sexual Assault Kit Initiative (2021). Victim or Survivor:
Terminology Through Investigation to Prosecution. https://
sakitta.rti.org/toolkit/docs/Victim-or-Survivor-Terminology-from-
Investigation-Through-Prosecution.pdf.

Shapland, J., & Hall, M. (2007). What do we know about the effects of
crime on victims? International Review of Victimology, 14(2),
175-217. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/026975800701400202.

*Sherman, L. W., Strang, H., Angel, C., Woods, D., Barnes, G. C.,
Bennett, S., & Inkpen, N. (2005). Effects of face-to-face re-
storative justice on victims of crime in four randomized,

controlled trials. Journal of Experimental Criminology, 1(3),
367-395. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11292-005-8126-y

*Sherman, L. W., Strang, H., Barnes, G., Woods, D. J., Bennett,
S., Inkpen, N., Newbury-Birch, D., Rossner, M., Angel, C.,
Mearns, M., & Slothower, M. (2015). Twelve experiments in
restorative justice: Jerry Lee program of randomized trials of
restorative justice conferences. Journal of Experimental
Criminology, 11(4), 501-540. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/
$11292-015-9247-6

Stone, J., Gurunathan, U., Glass, K., Munn, Z., Tugwell, P., & Doi,
S. A. R. (2019). Stratification by quality induced selection bias
in a meta-analysis of clinical trials. Journal of Clinical Epi-
demiology, 107, 51-59. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.
2018.11.015

Strang, H. (2002). Repair or revenge: Victims and restorative justice.
: Clarendon Press.

Strang, H., & Sherman, L. W (2003). Repairing the harm: Victims
and restorative justice. Utah L Rev, 15.

*Strang, H., Sherman, L., Angel, C. M., Woods, D. J., Bennett, S.,
Newbury-Birch, D., & Inkpen, N. (2006). Victim evaluations
of face-to-face restorative justice conferences: A quasi-
experimental analysis. Journal of Social Issues, 62(2),
281-306. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2006.00451.x.

Tajima, E. A. (2021). First, do no harm: from diversity and in-
clusion to and anti-racism in interpersonal
violence research and scholarship. Journal of Interpersonal
Violence, 36(11-12), 4953-4987. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
08862605211012999

*Tamarit, J., & Luque, E. (2016). Can restorative justice satisfy

equity

victims’ needs? Evaluation of the Catalan victim—offender
mediation programme. Restorative Justice, 4(1), 68-85.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/20504721.2015.1110887

Tapp, J., Moore, E., Stephenson, M., & Cull, D (2020). The image
has been changed in my mind”: a case of restorative justice in a
forensic mental health setting. The Journal of Forensic
Practice, 22(4), 213-222. http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/jfp-05-
2020-0023.

Umbreit, M. S (2002). The handbook of victim offender mediation:
An essential guide to practice and research. John Wiley & Sons.

Umbreit, M. S., Coates, R. B., & Kalanj, B (1994). Victim meets
offender: The impact of restorative justice and mediation (pp.
53-64). Criminal Justice Press.

Umbreit, M. S., Coates, R. B., & Vos, B. (2004). Victim-offender
mediation: Three decades of practice and research. Conflict
Resol Q, 22(1-2), 279-303. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/crq.
102.

*Umbreit, M. S., & Armour, M. P (2010). Family survivors of
homicide meet the offender: The impact of restorative dialogue.
The Journal of Community Corrections, 19, 25-34.

*Umbreit, M. S., Coates, R. B., & Roberts, A. W. (2000). The impact
of victim-offender mediation: a cross-national perspective.
Mediation Quarterly, 17(3), 215-229. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1002/crq.3900170303.

*Umbreit, M. S., & Vos, B. (2000). Homicide survivors meet the
offender prior to execution: Restorative justice through


http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000100
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
https://sakitta.rti.org/toolkit/docs/Victim-or-Survivor-Terminology-from-Investigation-Through-Prosecution.pdf
https://sakitta.rti.org/toolkit/docs/Victim-or-Survivor-Terminology-from-Investigation-Through-Prosecution.pdf
https://sakitta.rti.org/toolkit/docs/Victim-or-Survivor-Terminology-from-Investigation-Through-Prosecution.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/jfp-05-2020-0023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/jfp-05-2020-0023
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527

Nascimento et al.

dialogue. Homicide Studies, 4(1), 63—87. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1177/1088767900004001004.

*Umbreit, M. S., Vos, B., Coates, R. B., & Armour, M. P. (2006).
Victims of severe violence in mediated dialogue with offender:
The impact of the first multi-site study in the US. International
Review of Victimology, 13(1), 27-48. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/
026975800601300102.

UNODC - United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (20006).
Handbook on restorative justice programs. : United Nations.

UN - United Nations (2002). Basic Principles on the Use of Restorative
Justice Programs in Criminal Matters. Resolutions and Decisions
Adopted by the Economic and Social Council at its Substantive
Session of, 2002. http://www.un.org/esa/coordination/ecosoc/
doc2002.htm.E/2002/INF/2/Add.2Retrieved from

*Van Camp, T., & Wemmers, J.-A. (2013). Victim satisfaction with
restorative justice: More than simply procedural justice. Inter-
national Review of Victimology, 19(2), 117-143. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1177/0269758012472764.

*Walters, M. A. (2015). ‘I Thought “He’s a Monster...but he was
just...normal’ Examining the Therapeutic Benefits of Restor-
ative Justice for Homicide. British Journal of Criminology,
55(6), 1207-1225. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azv026.

*Wemmers, J.-A., & Cyr, K. (2005). Can mediation be therapeutic for
crime victims? An evaluation of victims’ experiences in me-
diation with young offenders. Canadian Journal of Criminology
and Criminal Justice, 47(3), 527-544. http://dx.doi.org/10.
3138/cjccj.47.3.527.

Wemmers, J. A., & Cyr, K (2006). What fairness means to crime victims:
A social psychological perspective on victim-offender mediation.
Applied Psychology in Criminal Justice, 2(2), 102—128.

Zehr, H (2005). Changing lenses. A new focus for crime and justice
(3rd Ed.). Herald Press.

Zehr, H (2015). The little book of restorative justice: Revised-up-
dated. Simon & Schuster.

Author Biographies

Ana M. Nascimento just finished her master degree in
psychology and her interests are in clinical and forensic areas
(especially in the field of criminal psychology). Her research
interests are about restorative justice issues and how to im-
prove implementation of such programs. In her academic
internship, her main focus was the forensic evaluation of
victims and offenders in different legal frameworks.

Joana Andrade is a researcher at the Psychology Research
Centre at the University of Minho. She has been collabo-
rating in several research projects in the field of criminal
psychology, which has been resulting in international pub-
lications. Moreover, she had been participating in interna-
tional conferences as a speaker. Her research interests are
related to offending behavior, and offenders’ treatment and
rehabilitation.

Andreia de Castro Rodrigues is an Assistant Professor at
ISPA and a Researcher at William James Center for Research
(Lisbon, Portugal). She developed her post-doc research and
her PhD in Psychology of Justice, respectively in users’
perceptions and effectiveness of penal sanctions and sen-
tencing. Her research interests are deviant behavior, criminal
justice system, sentencing, penalties effectiveness, and prison
sentences.


http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://www.un.org/esa/coordination/ecosoc/doc2002.htm
http://www.un.org/esa/coordination/ecosoc/doc2002.htm
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/cjccj.47.3.527

	The Psychological Impact of Restorative Justice Practices on Victims of Crimes—a Systematic Review
	Introduction
	Method
	Eligibility Criteria
	Information Sources
	Search Strategy for the Identification of Relevant Articles
	Screening and selection process
	Quality Assessment
	Data Collection and Analysis

	Results
	Included studies
	Characteristics of the included studies
	Main psychological impacts on victims

	Discussion
	Limitations and Future Perspectives
	Declaration of conflicting interests
	Funding
	ORCID iDs
	Note
	References
	Author Biographies


