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Abstract 
Trauma-informed practice involves understanding the impact 
of trauma on an individual’s life and how trauma has a 
direct impact on behaviour. It is an approach that has been 
implemented in various sectors such as education, health and 
the justice system. There appears to be a direct link between 
trauma and crime whereby the majority of those who offend in 
the UK have experienced trauma such as abuse and neglect 
during their childhood or adult life. It follows, therefore, that 
it is vital for trauma-informed practice to be implemented in 
the justice system as this may enable the future desistance 
of offenders and consequently reduce crime. Using restorative 
justice as an approach, this article will demonstrate the 
impact of trauma-informed practice on offending. This article, 
therefore, explores key principles around restorative justice 
and examines how trauma-informed practice that adopts a 
restorative approach may tackle issues around the wellbeing of 
young offenders and their desistance as well as the victims of 
their offending behaviour. 
Keywords: restorative justice; trauma-informed practice; 
justice system; desistance; deviance; young people.

[A] INTRODUCTION 

In 2000, Lader and colleagues (2000) reported that 95% of young 
offenders in England and Wales suffer from mental disorders. Since 

2011, first-time entrants to the youth justice system in England and 
Wales have fallen by over 80%; the number of children in custody at any 
one time of the year has fallen to its lowest level and the number of young 
people reoffending has decreased for the sixth consecutive year (Youth 
Justice Board 2022). At a glance, these numbers appear to present recent 
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successful penal reform as they suggest that those who can be are being 
diverted from offending or custody. However, these numbers also reveal a 
group of persistent young offenders with extremely complex backgrounds 
and needs which have not been and will not be met by employing 
traditional offender and offence-oriented youth justice measures. Johns 
and colleagues (2016) argue that such measures result in risk-based 
models that are constructed as a result of our general understanding of 
risk factors—which tend to be psychosocial and thus individualistic. By 
employing models on the basis of individual risk factors, a very narrow 
view of the young person concerned is constructed which ignores the 
wider historical and structural context of their lives and which also risks 
missing a valuable opportunity to enable their desistance from crime. In 
this article, we discuss the role of restorative justice in a trauma-informed 
practice within the youth justice system and the way in which restorative 
justice enables the desistance of young offenders. 

[B] TRAUMA-INFORMED PRACTICE
The traditional approach to juvenile offending in England and Wales 
is reactionary and punitive in nature, which assumes that a slight 
modification to the adult justice system will deter young people from 
committing crime. However, this traditional approach has to be questioned 
when considering the historical and structural context of offenders, 
particularly those with adverse childhood experiences (ACEs). In 2016, 
Public Health Wales published its first study of ACE which defined it as 
traumatic events in early childhood that impact the wellbeing of people 
in later life. Such traumatic events range from suffering abuse, parental 
separation or growing up in a household where substance misuse or 
domestic violence is present. The study found that almost half (47%) 
of adults in Wales had suffered at least one of these ACEs and 14% 
had suffered at least four. The long-term physical and mental health 
implications of people who have experienced adverse events during their 
childhood have been well documented, particularly since the CDC-Kaiser 
study by Felitti and colleagues (1998), but children who suffer ACEs are 
also more likely to develop poor behavioural outcomes as well, such as 
performing badly at school and later becoming involved in crime. Such 
behavioural implications are not limited to the exposed individual either, 
as ACEs have been found to be intergenerational (Lê-Scherban & Ors 
2018) whereby anti-social behaviour is passed down through generations 
as a result of trauma. 
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Young people with ACEs need positive interactions with adults, which 
must be at the heart of achieving desistance.1 When a youth enters the 
juvenile justice system they enter what Baglivio and colleagues (2014) 
describe as secondary intervention which requires a trauma-informed 
care tool of asking ‘What happened to you?’ rather than ‘What’s wrong 
with you?’ which is what the traditional justice system tends to imply 
whereby the state assumes itself as the primary victim of the offence, 
whether committed by an adult or a young person. In this ‘secondary 
intervention’, the young person endures the ceremonial justice which 
enforces and demonstrates the state’s sovereignty rather than concerns 
regarding the wellbeing of the young offender and their crime victim 
(Foucault 1977). 

While the background of young offenders plays a role in determining 
and measuring the appropriate punishment, little attention is paid to 
considering such a background regarding their desistance. In this process 
of justice, many young offenders suffer trauma that makes them susceptible 
to environmental triggers—and it is as if many of the traditional criminal 
justice agents are the perfect stimuli to trigger trauma and its associated 
behaviours, such as interrogation, intimidation, bright lights, periods of 
isolation and threats of violence (Kemshall 2003). When these triggers are 
activated, producing adverse behavioural outcomes, it undermines the 
notion of positive adult–youth interactions as it signifies to young people 
that they are dangerous and to be feared. This further erodes the young 
person’s sense of self and positive self-image (Goffman 1990). Primary 
intervention or prevention (Baglivio & Ors 2014) emphasizes improved 
youth life circumstances to prevent criminal behaviour and involves 
the young person, their parents and/or caregivers, the school, health 
professionals and law enforcement. This would be beneficial because 
a desistance paradigm would be better informed if we provided young 
offenders with the opportunity to guide us, and if we ‘listened to what 
they think might best fit their individual struggles out of crime, rather 
than continue to insist that our solutions are their salvation’ (Porporino 
2010, cited in Maruna & Lebel 2010: 68). So instead of relying on an 
individual tale which stems from personal experience as a narrative for 
‘what works’, the question should be about the evidence and what it says 
(Sherman 2002: 221–222). Reoffending rates and programme assessment 
tools remain the primary parameter in the justice system to measure 
whether a preventive approach is working or not. Here, mechanism and 
implementation issues could be missed by merely focusing on the design 
1	 Desistance from crime was defined by Rocque & Ors as ‘the process of decreasing the frequency 
of and/or seriousness of criminal and antisocial behaviour over time, ultimately concluding with 
cessation from such conduct’ (2017: 184).



445Restorative Justice, Desistance and Trauma-Informed Practice

Winter 2023

and the outcome of any given programme (Fielding & Ors 2019). For this 
reason, and instead of what works, which often is the wrong question to 
ask (Ward & Maruna 2007), other questions such as how it works, where 
it works and when it works should be considered. 

The increased awareness of the often re-traumatizing experiences of 
incarceration has seen a shift towards a more trauma-informed approach 
to the way in which the criminal justice system operates. However, less 
attention is attributed to a trauma-informed and trauma-specific approach 
that juvenile justice stakeholders can take to mitigate trauma throughout 
the criminal justice process by using community-based restorative justice 
programmes to achieve desistance and avoid the revolving door of ACEs, 
crime and incarceration. Branson and colleagues (2017) argue that the 
adverse experiences that some young people may have in the juvenile 
justice system can be reduced by restorative justice programmes and this 
increases the community and social connections young offenders need so 
as to recognize the consequences of their offending and be accountable 
for it. Compared to the traditional, retributive juvenile justice responses, 
restorative justice programmes teach young people conflict resolution by 
building social skills to make amends through dialogue with an adversary, 
thereby reducing recidivism among participants. This is particularly 
important when considering the association between multiple ACEs and 
violence. Public Health Wales (2016) found that, compared to prisoners 
with no ACEs, those with four or more are three times more likely to have 
been convicted of violence against the person. This demonstrates an acute 
need for juvenile justice stakeholders to ensure that those with ACEs are 
supported to cope with their experiences and are not retraumatized by 
punitive justice measures. 

More recent research in this field also indicates an interlink between 
traumatic experiences and criminal behaviour (Moore 2022), revealing 
that offenders present a higher prevalence of post-traumatic stress 
disorder (Ardino 2012; Winningham & Ors 2019; Lefebvre & Ors 2021). It 
also suggests that criminal conduct could be both more widespread and 
more extensive among mentally ill individuals (Raman & Ors 2021). This 
chimes with a considerable body of literature which has documented the 
relationship between trauma and child abuse and subsequent aggressive 
and criminal acts (Cocozza & Skowyra 2007). Having said that, the 
relationship between mental disorders and crime should be approached 
with caution. While not every young person with mental illness is a 
prospective criminal (Pearce 1952: 151), the importance of the traumatic 
event here is not whether it is a determining factor towards offending, but 
rather identifying it as a risk factor. After all, we should avoid treating 
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social questions in terms of abstracts (Fromm 1956). To tackle youth 
offending effectively we need a personalized approach which takes into 
consideration young people’s experience, background, passions, needs 
and other personal factors to them. In other words, the aim should be 
enabling the young person to desist from crime. 

[C] DESISTANCE 
As noted in footnote 1 above, desistance from crime was defined by 
Rocque & colleagues as ‘the process of decreasing the frequency of and/
or seriousness of criminal and antisocial behaviour over time, ultimately 
concluding with cessation from such conduct’ (2017: 184). Desistance 
paradigms should seek first what is empirically known about the persisting 
criminal behaviour of a given group and the desistance of others. Then, 
they should seek to determine how interventions can support or accelerate 
approximations of these ‘organically’ occurring processes (Farrall 2004). 
Or as Maruna & LeBel put it, desistance paradigms should start by 
asking ‘what is empirically known about why some individuals persist in 
criminal behaviour over time and others desist from criminal behaviour’. 
Then, they should seek to determine how interventions can support or 
accelerate approximations of these ‘organically’ occurring processes. 
(2010: 68).

Lemert (1951) distinguished between two kinds of deviance, the 
primary and secondary. The primary is the act of deviance itself, whereas 
the secondary is the process in which deviance defines and organizes the 
life and the identity of the deviant. Drawing on this distinction, Maruna 
& colleagues (2004) also conceptualize desistance on two levels, primary 
and secondary. The primary desistance refers to desistance as ‘any lull or 
crime-free gap in the course of a criminal career’ (at 274). And since the 
offender experiences pauses in their criminal career, the focus should be 
on the secondary desistance in which the identity of the deviant is visited 
and altered, so desistance is the ‘continuity of nondeviant behaviours’ 
(Maruna 2001: 27). So, rather than an event that happens, desistance 
is ‘the sustained absence of a certain type of event’ (in this case, crime) 
(Maruna 2001: 17). 

Farrall and Maruna (2004) stipulate that desistance paradigms without 
reference to the needs of the recipients are unlikely to do much to help 
them desist. In other words, these conditions may well have a negative 
impact on the secondary desistance of the young offender (Maruna & 
Ors 2004) and deprive them of the opportunity to reflect on their identity 
(Maruna 2001) under the impact of criminogenic effects of unresolved 
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trauma (Halsey 2018). In this sense, understanding and researching 
desistance ‘does not start with programmes and aggregated outcomes, 
but individual lives and personal trajectories’ (Maruna & Mann 2019: 6). 

To demonstrate what we mean by desistance, let’s consider a practical 
example. In the Good Lives Model,2 Ward & colleagues (2012: 95) draw 
from psychological, social, biological and anthropological research to 
assert that, like all human beings, ‘individuals with a history of offending 
are goal directed and are predisposed to seek a number of primary human 
goods’. Primary goals include what Ward and colleagues have identified 
as the state of mind of the offender, their personal characteristics and 
the experience that they (the offender) are seeking. In this sense, the 
Good Lives Model is distinctly different from risk management methods 
that focus on reducing the risk rather than tackling its roots. Now if 
we examine trauma through the lenses of desistance, trauma alters the 
reality of its victim as well their self-understanding, and what might 
look senseless in the eyes of the public and the justice system might be 
perfectly rational to the traumatized young person who offends (Burke 
2018). During his research in HM Whitemoor Prison, Maruna shared 
the inputs of an inmate there, who provided his account of the theft of 
his gold chain and the power of his perception of the outside world in 
determining his action and reaction: 

I said, ‘Give me the fucking chain back,’ and he pulled a knife out 
at me and his friend had got this baseball bat. ... I went home, and 
I couldn’t sleep. I kept waking up at 2 a.m. saying, ‘I can’t deal with 
this.’ My girl was telling me to calm down, let it go. But I kept thinking 
to myself, ‘This is going to have to be something big.’ This isn’t going 
to be just a fist fight. This is going to be big. ... Everybody in the scene 
knew I was looking for him. ... Then eventually I met him at the pub. I 
brought this knife and I stabbed him. ... Unless you actually grew up 
in that situation, you wouldn’t understand what I was going through. 
Common sense is just different in that situation. You just don’t have 
the same common sense. Lying in bed, really, I think about it a lot. 
‘If this ...’ ‘If that ...’, but then the ‘ifs’ go away and you just have to 
say, ‘This is the real you.’ I had little choice really. Either you do it, or 
you do nothing and you get written off the scene altogether. Street-
wise, that’s suicide – you’re back to the bottom of the ladder, you’re 
nobody. Sensible-wise, of course, that’s the best thing that could 
happen to you. That means taking the alternative route with the suit 
and job and all. But I’ve got a rough streak in me somewhere. ... I had 
to do it (personal interview, 27.2.97) (Maruna 1999: 10)

Only by understanding the way this man understood himself, his 
actions, the outside world and his common sense, can one begin to 

2	 Which is used and implemented by various youth offending services in England and Wales (Ball 
& Moore 2021).
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understand why he attempted murder. To truly desist from crime, this 
person needs to restructure his understanding of self. But deciding or 
choosing to give up crime can be very different from actual desistance 
from crime, which we are discussing here. In fact, maintaining abstinence 
from crime involves more than choice. Offenders typically decide to ‘go 
straight’ (for quite rational reasons) many times over the course of a 
criminal career, but continue to offend—for reasons that are more to do 
with their perceptions of their situation (Burke 2018: 337). Understanding 
the person’s narrative can help practitioners in the justice system (and 
all institutions and agencies involved) to understand these narratives as 
less than rational decisions. Whilst the juvenile justice system continues 
down the path of incarceration, these critical developmental milestones 
to achieve desistance will remain largely inaccessible for young offenders. 

In 2002, the Home Office reported that ‘the public are sick and tired of 
a sentencing system that does not make sense’ (Home Office 2002: 86). 
This mirrors the public mood which aims for change and alternatives. The 
‘alternative’ should tackle all the issues that are absent in the traditional 
sentencing system, thereby involving all the parties to the incident rather 
than excluding them (Zehr 2002); that does not view crime as a mere 
challenge to the order and the sovereignty of the state, but sees it as 
a community issue where the latter is involved; an alternative which 
restores rather than punishes and whose core focus is on the wellbeing 
of the parties involved. 

[D] RESTORATIVE JUSTICE
Although this paper has focused thus far on the role of trauma-informed 
practice in enabling young people to desist, this practice should also include 
victims. However, restorative justice is not a straightforward approach, 
especially with complicated cases. Nevertheless, restorative practices in 
the youth-offending services across the country show some promising 
outcomes. Restorative justice has been defined as communication 
between victims and offenders within a controlled environment to talk 
about the harm that has been caused and finding a way to repair that 
harm (Braithwaite 1998). 

While retribution concerns itself with the moral dimension of the 
wrongdoing and seeks to make right rather than restore (Crawford & 
Newburn 2003), restorative justice aims at solutions (Shearing, 2001) 
in preferring an ‘inclusive and collaborative process’ (Zehr 2002). The 
involvement and participation of the victims, the offender and the 
community are considered by McCold (2000) as essential criteria for ‘full 
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restorativeness’. The satisfaction of the parties has been identified by Van 
Ness and Strong (1997) as a key element as to why restorative justice 
excels beyond the traditional methods of justice. In 2016, the Prison 
Reform Trust reported that 85% of victims and 80% of offenders surveyed 
were either ‘very’ or ‘quite’ satisfied with their restorative conference. Such 
satisfaction is reflected in the re-offending rates: 27% fewer crimes were 
committed by offenders who had experienced restorative conferencing, 
compared with those offenders who had not participated. In fact, out of 
those convicted adults who do not experience restorative conferencing, 
46% are reconvicted within one year of release. Reconviction rates 
increase to 60% among those serving less than a 12-month sentence, 
which demonstrates less effectiveness than community sentences at 
reducing reoffending. This arguably indicates why the use of community 
sentences has nearly halved (44%) in the past decade (Prison Reform 
Trust 2016).

Therefore, restorative justice as a community sentence is progressive 
in its nature and aims to understand why the crime happened and how 
to move forward while involving the victim, the community and the 
state (presented in the agencies of the youth justice system), whereas 
imprisonment is focused on the past, with fewer strategies concerning the 
future. When both the victim and the offender share a minimum interest 
in settling the aftermath of the crime, a significant level of engagement of 
the parties to the crime occurs (Walgrave 2003). Such engagement, as the 
evidence demonstrates, impacts the emotional wellbeing of the parties 
involved. As Kelly and Thorsburne put it: 

The emotions and the wellbeing of the parties are central in the 
restorative approach ... Explicitly addressing issues of human 
emotion, connection and relationships, restorative practice is an 
amalgam of specifically targeted activities, theoretical and practical 
constructs to support individual wellbeing and repair harm, through 
the development of nurturing, robust families and communities. 
(2014: 155)

In this sense, the restorative process is a trauma-informed practice not 
only for the young offender, but for their victim as well. Foucault (1977) 
argues that those who execute the penalty imposed on the offender relieve 
the justice system of responsibility by the bureaucratic concealment of the 
penalty. The offenders are faced with the consequences of their actions 
rather than discussing the reasons behind their behaviour, which not 
only might potentially alter their course of behaviour but also offer them 
an opportunity to take responsibility for the past. Restorative justice 
associates the past with responsibility and the future with alteration. 
Subsequently, this will have direct impact on offenders’ desistance, 
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behaviour and the process of their thinking which will reflect on their 
mental and emotional wellbeing. 

However, we should be cautious while approaching restorative justice 
as an alternative, as Kelly and Thorsborne remind us that restorative 
practices can often become ‘little more than an alternative means of 
providing a consequence or penalty’ (2014: 154), including the inherited 
ritual of shaming. But in his book Crime, Shame and Reintegration John 
Braithwaite considered the conditions under which certain forms of social 
reaction can produce responses that enable offenders to become law-
abiding and respectable citizens (Braithwaite 1989). Shaming is a principal 
element in such a process. However, he identified two types of shaming; 
disintegrative shaming and reintegrative shaming. The former labels and 
excludes the person being shamed, while the latter involves a process 
which aims to reintegrate the offender back into society (Braithwaite 
1989). It is noteworthy though that shame is also experienced by the 
victim. Tomkins argues that such shame occurs in a person any time 
that their experience of positive affects is interrupted (Tomkins 1987). So 
an individual does not have to do something wrong to feel shame. Rather, 
the individual just has to experience something that interrupts interest-
excitement or enjoyment-joy (Nathanson 1997).

The debate about the differences and similarities between restorative 
justice and other traditional forms of justice has been a long one (Crawford 
& Newburn 2003). Zehr took a radical view, considering restorative justice 
to be the opposite of retributive justice (1990). Considering how referral 
orders work, which are available for young offenders who plead guilty 
to an offence and in which restorative approaches should be utilized, 
Zehr’s position might be somewhat problematic. In addition to that, 
there is an element of coercion as we are not fully certain whether the 
offenders participate voluntarily (Haines 2000). Being embedded in the 
aspect of ‘community sentences’, the coercion element is evident in the 
offenders’ realization that the alternative to the community sentence is 
going to prison (Sparks 2002). These factors could be counterproductive 
while restorative justice is at work on reconstructing the self-sense of the 
offender, which we discussed earlier in this article. 

Duff (1992), however, adopted the radical opposite of Zehr’s view by 
claiming that restorative justice is an alternative punishment. Others, 
such as Morris, have adopted a modest position arguing that ‘any outcome, 
including a prison sentence, can be restorative if it is an outcome agreed to 
and considered appropriate by the key parties’ (2002: 599). Ultimately, for 
the community sentence or referral orders to gain the trust of the public, 
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whose lack is identified as one of the main criticisms of the former (Newburn 
2009; Fionda 2005), there is a need for a robust and efficient community 
sentencing system that delivers effective results (Prison Reform Trust 
2012) and does not live in the shadow of the retributive justice system, 
which is the case at the moment (Worall 2013). A key element to elevate 
that possibility is probably to deliver community sentences that embody 
the ritual expression of both shaming and integration in a principle called 
‘reintegrative shaming’—a principle at the heart of restorative justice 
practice, which involves a social disapproval that is followed by process, 
subsequently aiming to reintegrate the young offender back into society, 
decertifying them as deviant and enabling their long-term desistance 
(Braithwaite 1989). Furthermore, reintegrative shaming suggests that it 
enables the offender to construct a new narrative about their life which 
frames a new self now going straight (Maruna 2001).

In the first qualitative research study on the provision of restorative 
justice in Scotland, Maglione and colleagues (2020) interviewed 14 
restorative justice practitioners to gain an insight into practitioner 
understandings and views of restorative justice. The interviews highlighted 
a great need for restorative justice methods to be used in cases of young 
people to ensure they are not simply dragged through the criminal 
justice system and forced into the university of crime. Instead, by getting 
young people engaged in constructive dialogue, they are more likely to 
amicably resolve issues they might encounter in the future. This study 
demonstrates a utilitarian alternative to traditional juvenile justice. The 
non-labelling tools that restorative justice practitioners use (discussed in 
this study) show a concerted effort towards achieving desistance among 
young people by instilling problem-solving skills for their future. 

However, the interviews conducted by Maglione and colleagues (2020) 
also highlight some shortcomings when it comes to referring young people 
to restorative justice. Early and effective intervention in Scotland deals with 
relatively minor youth offending and is designed to filter such offending 
out of the formal juvenile justice system. The way in which young people 
are referred depends on the local authority responding to the offence. For 
example, in some local authorities in Scotland, a screening group—made up 
of police, social work, education, health and third-sector organizations—
meets regularly in response to police referrals of young people who are on 
the periphery of offending. On the back of the discussions, a decision is 
made on the most appropriate outcome, which may include a referral to 
a restorative justice provider. In other local authorities, many of the same 
agencies are involved but not in the same collaborative way. In these 
local authorities, a coordinator is appointed whose responsibility it is to 
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liaise with agents such as schools, health and social workers in order to 
obtain information. Once the coordinator believes they have sufficient 
information, the coordinator then makes a decision on the outcomes for 
the young person concerned. The practitioners interviewed by Maglione 
and colleagues (2020) expressed dissatisfaction with the second referral 
model as it undermines the multi-agency approach that restorative justice 
should involve. This study—ensuring practitioners’ views on best practice 
are central to the response to youth offending—provides a clear policy 
design for early and effective intervention to guarantee that the voices 
of all appropriate agencies are heard loud and clear before a decision 
is made on the best outcome for the individual. This approach to youth 
offending must be employed collaboratively if desistance is to be achieved 
through restorative justice. 

Another important issue concerning the use of restorative justice was 
raised by Evans & colleagues (2020) who noted that interaction during 
the restorative session is a cognitive task, which ‘requires the individual 
to be able to sit calmly in a room with another individual, take turns 
in a conversation, understand things from someone else’s viewpoint, 
weigh up the arguments, reason appropriately, consider future options, 
and consistently apply learning to behaviour’ (at 62). In this sense, 
practitioners could rightly question the ability of the traumatized young 
person to perform such a cognitive task. Moreover, trauma can be a 
barrier to the young person’s ability to accept support (Youth Justice 
Board 2017). 

The answer to these concerns is embedded in the restorative process 
itself. In his attempt to demonstrate the ways in which humans 
react when feeling shame, ‘the Compass of Shame’ was developed by 
Nathanson for that very purpose (Kelly & Thorsborne 2014). He argued 
that humans develop a set of defensive strategies to convert their 
shame into something less toxic. Those strategies revolve around four 
scripts, described by Nathanson as the Compass of Shame, namely; 
attacking self, attacking others, avoidance and withdrawal (Nathanson 
1997). Each of those points clearly conflicts with the principals of an 
effective restorative justice conference, therefore jeopardizing the task 
of the practitioner. Nathanson, as have other scholars, illustrated that 
attacking others involves shifting attention away from the self to another 
person or thing: in other words, an attempt to disassociate from the 
experience of shame (Sanderson 2015). This notably could eliminate the 
element of respect, which is a necessary in the restorative conference. It 
also reduces the capacity of empathy or compassion, which causes the 
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offender to dehumanize others. In addition, it reduces opportunities for 
connection and mutuality. Similarly, attacking one’s self increases shame 
rather than reducing it. In a milder form, it leads to shyness whereby the 
offender accepts part of the shame experience, preventing the emergence 
of the whole (Nathanson 1992). Apparently, this would preclude the 
offender from realizing the consequences of their action, subsequently 
affecting the efforts of the practitioner to have them addressed. In the 
case of ‘withdrawal’, the individual removes people from the situation 
which caused the shame, keeping their feelings to themself (Pattison 
2000). In such an environment, the offender would be unable to relate 
to the emotional and practical consequences imposed on the victim of 
their acts. They use denial (avoidance) in various forms in an attempt to 
remove feelings of shame from conscious awareness.

If there is one theme that could be derived as a result of the four 
abovementioned elements it is the severe lack of communication and 
clarity in the potential conference attended by the offender and the 
victim. In the case of the latter, it is important to note that the victim, 
too, could operate under the shame. They might blame themselves for 
the offence, withdraw and hide their feelings, and sometimes distract 
themselves. They might also lash out at others. Providing an environment 
in which both parties can express their feelings and move forward 
towards resolution and reintegration is crucial. Hence the restorative 
conference is important to both the offenders and the victims. Using the 
Compass of Shame to facilitate the recognition of behaviours motivated 
by its four scripts minimizes the negative effect of shame that will be 
seen throughout the restorative efforts on behalf of offenders as well 
as their victims. In order to care for others effectively, one must have 
an approach based upon a solid understanding of how others care and 
how that motivates their behaviour. Recognizing one’s motivation for a 
particular behaviour or reaction will enable the practitioner to conduct 
an effective conference based on clear understanding with visible aims. 
Providing the opportunity to both parties to express their shame, along 
with other emotions, could reduce the parties’ intensity and move beyond 
the shame (Kelly & Thorsborne 2014). Moreover, Kelly & Thorsborne 
argue that conference participants begin to experience the positive effects 
of interest and enjoyment once they gain a shared understanding of 
each other’s perspective (Kelly & Thorsborne 2014). An understanding 
of the Compass of Shame by the practitioner will inevitably lead to the 
unblocking of what hinders positive feelings from being revealed. It will 
enhance the quality of the communication between the practitioner and 
the parties. Unblocking positive feelings will also lead to a process which 
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is voluntary and based on informed choice made by the parties, hence 
resulting in effective cooperation between the concerned individuals. 
Tomkins argues that shame precludes sober analysis of failure and it 
hinders techniques of conversation and dialogue (Tomkins 1962). Serving 
a technical purpose, a proper understanding by the practitioner of the 
Compass of Shame would consequently enable them to understand the 
conditions under which the parties are operating and therefore make 
informed choices and decisions beforehand in relation to the safety of the 
venue from any potential aggressive or disrespectful behaviour.

Finally, restorative justice is a multi-agency task which should involve 
all community institutions and agencies that concern themselves with the 
wellbeing and the welfare of young people. For instance, Beside the skills 
and the sense of community which the education sector may provide, 
subjects such as ethics, peaceful dispute resolution and restorative 
justice practices may be incorporated and implemented in schools’ 
curricula as well as the necessary emotional support (Sprott 2004).3 To 
this end, greater public awareness of child development skills for parents 
during both antenatal and postnatal periods is needed. When teachers 
and health professionals observe particular behaviours such as bullying, 
disruptive behaviour, substance misuse or over/under-eating, ACE 
screening should take place to ascertain the appropriate interventions. 
Moreover, law enforcers taking a trauma-informed approach to young 
offending should see an increased likelihood of poor behaviour being 
dealt with by health or community services. 

[E] CONCLUSION
A new approach to youth offending is needed if we think of justice as a 
lived experience (Moore 2022: 401) which involves all parties concerned 
rather than a ceremonial role played by the state to confirm its sovereignty 
(Foucault 1977). This approach should consider the wider view and reasons 
behind youth offending which transcend socio-economic explanations 
to mechanisms that consider the well-being of the young offender, their 
welfare and their future desistance. While this article does not propose 
that restorative justice is the answer, a restorative approach to crime 
nevertheless offers a mechanism that involves all parties to an offence 
and allows the chance for the young offender to reflect and, with the 
aid of involved support practitioners, to reconstruct their perception of 
reality and their self. This, by all means, is a trauma-informed practice 

3	 Education in general has a proven track record of success in teaching young people to be 
tolerant, which could eventually discourage delinquency (Becker & Mulligan 1997). 
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that considers the need of the majority of young offenders who are caught 
in the revolving doors of the justice system.
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