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1. Background information
This survey was conducted according to the Memorandum of Understanding of COST Action A21 scientific program, part two “Policy oriented research on restorative justice developments”, sub-domain No 4 “Study on new restorative justice models and applications”
. It started during the first meeting of the Working Group 2
 in Lisbon, September 2003, with developing a questionnaire to explore new restorative justice (RJ) models other than victim-offender mediation (VOM), considered by the research group as a classical RJ instrument, already well investigated and analysed in numerous studies (Wright and Galaway (ed.),1989; Quill and Wynne, 1993; European Forum for Victim-Offender Mediation and Restorative Justice (ed.), 2000; Umbreit, 2001 etc.). Continual development in RJ field led to the emergence of new models - Family Group Conferencing (FGC), Restorative Conferencing, Circles etc., which have enriched RJ instrumentalism as a response to crime. Due to their relatively short life time these models have not been researched extensively, especially in combination. This survey aimed to identify the latest tendencies in RJ developments, to explore to the possible extent the potential of new models and to draw the relevant conclusions which could be helpful for further RJ developments in European context.
The questionnaire was discussed during the next Working Group 2 meetings in Freiburg, December 2003, and in Kristiansand, March 2004, and piloted in one country - England. Finally, in order to make it easier to fill in, it was decided to split the questionnaire (Q) in two parts: Q1 - General overview and Q2 – Particular RJ models. In compliance with the adopted methodology of study and taking into account the existing legislative diversity in one single country (e.g. UK), Q1 was sent to 26 national coordinators from 26 jurisdictions where, according to the information available (Miers, 2001; Miers and Willemsens, 2004 etc.), RJ developments had been registered. The coordinators were RJ experts with recognised competence, selected by the Management Committee of COST Action A21. The coordinators were asked, among other things, to identify the experts at different models (if any) to whom Q2 had to be sent for more detailed information. Towards March 31st 2005 responses to Q1 from 21 jurisdictions have been received, namely: Albania, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Denmark, England and Wales, Finland, Hungary, Ireland, Israel
, Italy, Luxemburg, Northern Ireland, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Scotland, Slovenia, Spain, Switzerland. 
Using a database created from Q1 responses, immediately after having received the names of the experts at the different RJ models, Q2 was sent out. By December 31st 2005, 10 fulfilled questionnaires about 10 RJ models implemented in 7 jurisdictions have been received back. 
This paper is based on the responses received during the above-mentioned periods and reflects the developments to a given date. It has mainly qualitative /illustrative/ character/nature/ due to the limitations of this research: indirect information sources used, lack of statistical data, estimative character of the information provided, limited number of responses etc.
2. Summary and analysis of findings of Questionnaire 1 and Questionnaire 2
2.1.Q1 started with a short explanatory note about the focus and the aim of the research. It was explicitly stated that the questionnaire focuses on restorative justice models other than victim-offender mediation and that are operating inside or directly in relation to the criminal justice system. However, VOM appears quite often in the answers.

The first section of Q1 was devoted to definitional issue.To assist the respondents the widely accepted definitions of RJ and the basic RJ models were given, namely:

Restorative justice (RJ) is a process whereby all the parties with a stake in a particular offence come together to resolve collectively how to deal with the aftermath of the offence and its implications for the future.
 

Victim-offender mediation - any process whereby the victim and the offender are enabled, if they freely consent, to participate actively in the resolution of matters arising from the crime through the help of an impartial third party (mediator).
 Victim-offender mediation can be done both in direct and indirect ways.
Family group conferencing - this process brings together the victim, offender, family, friends and key supporters of both, and possibly representatives of agencies, e.g. social services and probation, in deciding how to address the aftermath of the crime. The meeting is facilitated by an independent facilitator; in some models, after all views have been stated, the family have a private meeting time to draw up a plan which is submitted to the whole conference for acceptance 
.
Community conferencing - a term mainly used for a process similar to the Family Group Conferencing, for adult offenders. In some places there are procedural variations, for example the facilitator is a police officer, the facilitator may follow a prescribed script, victims may also be encouraged to bring their extended families and supporters, and there may be no private time: all parties remain in the room throughout.
 

Sentencing circles (sometimes called ”peacemaking circles”) - this is a community directed process designed to develop consensus among community members, victims, victim supporters, offender, offender supporters, judges, prosecutors, defense counsel, police and court workers on an appropriate sentencing plan that addresses the concerns of all interested parties. 

Restorative cautioning - a process pioneered in the UK by Thames Valley Police; Uses the family group conference method to caution offenders for a wide variety of criminal offences. Since 1998 all cautions, reprimands and final warnings have used a restorative conference approach.
 The offender is encouraged to think about the effects of his or her actions on the victim, but the victim is not present.

Restorative conferencing - this normally accompanies a warning similar to a restorative caution, but supporters, as well as victim and offender, meet together in a conference with a trained facilitator. Outcome agreements set out what the offender will do to address the harm done. Reparation and also involvement in a rehabilitative programme – to address the underlying causes of offending behaviour – may be agreed. 

This short glossary was clear and of practical use for the participants. Later it was used in some other studies undertaken by the research consortium. 
 2.2.The second section of Q1 was designed to identify the models applied in the relevant jurisdiction over the past 5 years. The respondents were asked to describe any differences with the definitions given. According to the data received in 10 jurisdictions RJ models other than VOM are applied. In 11 jurisdictions only VOM is used or no RJ models are used at all (anymore).

The following table represents the geographic distribution of new RJ models in the responding countries/jurisdictions.
	Country/Jurisdiction
	Model

	Albania
	FGC 

Community Conferencing

	Belgium 
	FGC

RJ in Prison

	England and Wales
	FGC

Community Conferencing

Restorative Cautioning

Circles of Support (post-release)

RJ in Adult Prison

RJ in Youth Prison

	Finland
	Community Conferencing 

 FGC

	Ireland
	FGC 
Sentencing Circles

Restorative Conferencing
Restorative Cautioning

	Israel
	FGC

	Northern Ireland
	Restorative (Youth) Conferencing 

Restorative Cautioning

	Norway
	Community Conferencing 

	Scotland
	FGC

Restorative Cautioning

RJ in Prison 

	Switzerland
	Restorative Approach for Racial Discrimination


Table 1. Geographic distribution of new RJ models
From the table is seen that the biggest diversity of models can be noticed in the different jurisdictions in the UK. The variety of legislative decisions and practical approaches has stimulated the considerable number of RJ models applied. The UK rather surprisingly but rightly could be considered as vanguard of recent RJ developments in Europe. 
It could be also marked that some of the countries have established traditions in applying of VOM, e.g. Norway. The application of the new RJ models could be considered as the next, higher stage, of RJ developments. Other countries, e.g. Ireland, simultaneously develop and offer different methods. From the survey results is seen that third countries, e.g. Austria, although being one of the pioneers on the continental Europe stage, stick to the application of VOM exclusively. Apparently, the application of this new practices
 is not a direct consequence of the previous RJ developments in a given country but a function of other factors - political, social, etc. to be discussed later.
2.3. The summary of the responses shows the following spread of new RJ models throughout the responding countries:
The most widely spread model (after VOM) is definitely Family Group Conferencing – applied in 7 jurisdictions. It is followed by Community Conferencing and Restorative Cautioning - both applied in 4 jurisdictions. Next in the list are RJ methods, used in adult and youth prisons, met 3 times in the responses. Although these could be also considered as an application of RJ principles in a new domain, they are taken into account, bearing in mind their own peculiarities and the opinions of the participants. Circles are applied in only two jurisdictions. They vary quite a lot but keep some common elements. The same is applying to Restorative Conferencing. Rather unique is Restorative approach for racial discrimination model, applied in one country. It is also incorporated to the rest explored RJ models with some approximation as criminal justice is not its typical field of application and it has broader dimensions. Favouring dialog, renewing communication and involving mediation and negotiations, this mixed intervention strategy allows a restorative solution for the victims of racist violence and racial discrimination in many domains. 
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Diagram 1. Spread of new RJ models throughout the responding countries
2.4.With responses to Q2 more detailed information was collected about the following models applied in the respective jurisdictions:
	 Jurisdiction
	Model

	Belgium
	FGC

RJ in Prison


	England and Wales
	RJ in Youth Prison 

RJ in Adult Prison


	Finland
	Community Conferencing 


	Ireland
	Sentencing Circles 


	Northern Ireland
	Restorative (Youth) Conferencing 
Restorative Cautioning



	Norway
	Community Conferencing 


	Switzerland
	Restorative Approach for Racial Discrimination




Table 2. Responses received to Q2
Although some interesting information was gathered about each of these models, this survey was intended neither to analyse their own peculiarities, nor to compare them but rather to find the common elements in their establishment, operational philosophy, scope of application etc. which mark RJ developments in Europe.
2.5.Firstly, legal status of the models was explored. According to the data received in 50% of the cases (5 models) there is adopted legislation. In 10% of cases (1 model) the adoption of legislation is in progress. At stage of planning and drafting of relevant bill and at research stage are respectively two other models. The rest two models, representing 20% of the cases, operate in absence of legislative framework .
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 Diagram 2.Legislative framework

It could be concluded that the time of legislative vacuum of RJ models is more or less over. There is a strong tendency to setting up a legal framework of new models applied.
Furthermore, type of legislation adopted or drafted was investigated. Five models -71 % from the total number- are (to be ) functioning in the presence of formal legislation (act, statute) and two models - 29% - in the presence of guidelines (e.g. ministerial circulars). High rank acts prevalence reflects the important place given to these models in the legal systems. The new RJ models are not in the peripheral attention of the legislator, on the contrary, they more and more frequently have room in the high level debate. And that is right as only the formal legislation can ensure the necessary sustainability and continuity of the application of the new models, so that they could manifest their benefits, sometimes not visible immediately but after long-term practicing. 
2.6.Not surprisingly, the study established that there had been pilot projects in 90% of the cases (9 models) and only in 10% (1 model) there had not been a pilot project. Consequently, pilot projects could be considered as typical. They have proved to be of use while introducing a new practice. Most start in late 90s of 20th century and end in early years of 21st century. To the time of responding to the questionnaire one pilot project was still ongoing. 
2.7. Exploring the territorial application of the new RJ models, the study discovered that 2 models (20%) had been applied nationwide, 3 models (30%)- at regional level and 5 models (50%)- at local level.
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Diagram 3. Territorial application of new RJ models

From these findings could be concluded that there are better conditions for local and regional than nationwide application of RJ models. This conclusion is particularly valid for the early stage of the application of the models- the typical case during the survey life time. Most of the models reported were rather young, they had started relatively recently and, reasonably, with a limited territorial scope.
2.8. Findings about the stages of application of new RJ models during the overall criminal procedure are as follows: one model (10% of the cases) is applied at pre-charge stage, one (10%) - at pre-trial stage, four (40%)- at sentencing, two (20%) at post-sentence and two (20%) - at other stage. The lasts are considered as a form of diversion.
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Diagram 4. Stages of application of new RJ models

From the diagram is seen that these models are applied at any stage of criminal proceedings, but mainly and reasonably at sentencing level when they are most productive. 
2.9. The survey paid due attention to the infrastructure necessary for the functioning of the new models. An element of this study were the managing agencies / service providers. From the responses received could be summarized that the typical actors here are:
• specialized public services ( e. g. Police, Prison Service, Probation Service, Youth Justice Agency etc.)

• specialized NGOs ( e.g. Mediation UK)

       
• community services

They vary according to the essence of the model. 
Another question of interest were funding agencies as funding is crucial for surviving of the majority of models. According to the data received the most frequent funder is the central government, mentioned 7 times in the responses. Far behind it is the regional government, marked twice. The local government, justice system (e.g. courts), charitable trusts and foundations appear once each. Twice are mentioned other sources of funding - membership, EU funds. 
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Diagram 5. Funding of new RJ models
It could be claimed that funding from central government strongly prevails, but different models successfully find different sources of finances
. 
2.10. Exploring the most common types of offences referred the following data have been received: Violent offences (excluding domestic violence, offences resulting in death and offences with a sexual motive) have been pointed out in 7 responses, and property offences – in 4. For 2 of the respondents all offences could be referred to the new RJ models, provided there is a plea of quilt and consent, and one respondent does not have information. These opinions to a great extent correspond with the dominant views about offences to be referred to VOM . Rather interesting are the findings about some specific offences, found appropriate to be referred to the new RJ models. In Ireland, for example, offences against public order and possession of drugs are frequently referred to Sentencing Circle model, and in Switzerland-racist propaganda and discriminatory practices are referred to Restorative Approach for Racial Discrimination model. In conclusion it could be stated that the particular models have different scope of application so great variety of offences could be referred to them.
2.11. Investigating selection criteria and limitations for the application of the new models, the first question asked was about the legal conditions.
Age as a legal prerequisite appears quite often in the answers- it is mentioned 8 times. From the information provided it could be concluded that these models apply mainly to juveniles but also to children and adults. The next condition is the admission of guilt . It is considered in strict legal sense and is clearly distinguished from so called soft formula- taking responsibility for the act. The admission of guilt is indicated in 3 responses. Lack of previous convictions, minimum and maximum range of possible punishment have been mentioned once each. Other conditions (e.g. the gravity of the offence in Belgium) have been pointed out twice. However, legal conditions are limited; other conditions are widely used.
Amongst the other conditions taking responsibility for the act by the offender leads the list, being mentioned in 7 of the responses; it is followed by adequate clarification of the facts and circumstances (e.g. police investigation is finished)- pointed out 6 times; the next condition is the lack of lethal injury- mentioned 4 times. Both crimes with and without victims are found appropriate for application of new RJ models. 
Procedural safeguards applied in practice study shows the following results: Voluntary participation is a procedural safeguard of ultimate importance for all the 10 of the respondents. The informed consent and the confidentiality of the process as essential procedural safeguards are mentioned by 8 respondents. Seven participants point out complaint procedure, four- legal assistance for victim and/or offender available during the RJ process, and three- legal representation of victim and/or offender possible during the RJ process. One participant mentions as a procedural safeguard applied the oversight by juvenile judge. It could be summarized that all the models function in the observance of all the basic procedural safeguards. 
2.12. Huge variety of options has been noticed while exploring where the restorative justice practices take place (location). The models are very flexible. They are often accommodated by mediation services, but they also find place in NGO premises, other project offices (e.g. in prison), in public housing (school, cultural centre etc. ). The victim preferences are also taken into account and venues are hired according to the needs. Apparently, the location is not the most problematic issue for the new models, wising to work and to produce social benefits.
2.13. Investigating of the Participants’ profile was one of the difficult parts of the survey as participants vary according to the model. For example, Conferencing models normally involve victim, offender, facilitator, police officer, social workers, supportive persons, victim assistance and representatives of the community. However, in Belgium and Northern Ireland the legal representatives of the victim and the offender could also be present, and in Finland a native and a migrant facilitator participate when immigrants are involved. It would not be exaggerated to say that each model has its own peculiarities related not exclusively to the participants’ profile. These are determined by the legislation existing, traditions, resources available etc. The main actors, however, remain constant: victim, offender, facilitator; social workers, supportive persons and representatives of the community, and sometimes police officers and legal representatives of the victim and the offender. This broader audience brings extra benefits, but at the same time makes the organization of the forum more difficult, according to the respondents.
Study of types of victims involved in new models shows that individuals as victims are the most frequent participant in all the explored models- they have been indicated by all the 10 respondents. Community is also considered as a victim in majority of cases, according to 7 respondents. Some models involve corporate victim and the state as well. It could be summarized that these models are open for all types of victims. 
Further in the survey a question about the extent to what victim-offender relationships are represented in the cases was posed. The estimative character of the answers received does not allow to be very precise in the summary. However, with some inevitable approximation could be resumed that long-term and short-term relationships are rarely represented; incidental contacts often are the case, and very often there is no relationship at all. So, these models could work without limitations in this direction. 

All victims’ age groups are represented in the cases, although with different frequency. According to the participants, victims under 14 years very rarely appear in these processes, and victims from 14 to 18 years - rarely. The most usual victim- participant in a new RJ model - is aged 18-50 years, victims from 51 to 60 years participate relatively rarely, and above 60 years - very rarely.
	
	always
	very often
	often
	rarely
	very rarely
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	14- 18 years
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	31-40 years
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	41-50 years
	
	
	x
	
	
	

	51-60 years
	
	
	
	x
	
	

	above 60 years
	
	
	
	
	x
	


Table 3. Victims’ age groups

Definite results have been shown by the study about the extent to what men and women as victims are represented in the cases. Both men and women groups are frequent participants in RJ models as representatives of both genders are aggravated parties by criminal acts. Unfortunately, the data available are not sufficient for deeper analysis, e.g. why they have decided to participate in a given model, whether they share a positive vision about the potential of RJ models to resolve their problem, etc. 
The study about the other relevant characteristics of victims (e.g. education, ethnicity, social background, occupational status etc.) was not very productive- only black-skinned people have been mentioned as more frequent victim of racial discrimination. 
Exploring the offender’s status an identical question about the extent to what the offenders’ age groups are represented in the cases was posed. The following data have been received:
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	x
	


Table 4. Offenders’ age groups

The most frequently seen offenders’ age group are the young adults aged 18-30 years, as they are the main criminal contingent as a rule. They are followed by people aged 14-18 years and 31-40 years. Rarely in these processes appear minors- under 14 year, and people aged 41-50.People over 50 years appear very rarely. It could be reconfirmed that these models operate with all offenders’ age group, so they are a universal tool. 

While men as offenders are very often represented in the cases, women as offenders are rarely participating in the new RJ models. This is a direct effect of the smaller number of female offenders in general.
2.14.Quite indicative are the findings about professional profile of the facilitator (process leader). Most projects work with one facilitator (67% of cases), but some (33%) could afford themselves two. Moreover, in Norway one facilitator leads the meeting and a team of 2-4 cooperates on the whole process. It is widely accepted that two facilitators are better option, but this is also a question of resources. 
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Diagram 6.Number of facilitators
Findings about the professional status of the facilitator are also very interesting. Nine respondents report about using of professional, qualified staff in their models, and two - about using of trained volunteers. Some other options are also revealed – prison staff is applying new RJ models in the UK, Probation and welfare officers are engaged with this job in Ireland. It could be concluded that professionalism strongly prevails although some trained volunteers and practitioners are also involved. 
Payment of facilitators study shows limited number of options applied. Paid staff dominates (7 responses) although some other mechanisms for reimbursement still exist, e.g. reimbursement of expenses (2 responses) or other mixed options (3 responses).
Professional standards are broadly applied. The majority of operative models function in the observance of ethical codes, quality standards and best practices codes. Accreditation of services and training are widely spread. It could be summarized that there is no high risk for the quality of services delivered.

2.15.One of the initial objectives of the survey was to collect information about the results of application of new RJ models. Regretfully, due to incomplete or missing statistical data, the respondents often give their personal opinion. However, the findings about direct outcomes of the restorative processes could be summarized as follows: apology, financial compensation and reparation are the most common direct effects of the models application, followed by education, community service, counseling, volunteer work as well as different combinations. All this is in full compliance with RJ theory fundamentals.
 Legal effect of the application of these models is rather divers: The absolute discharge is pointed out by three respondents. Two other indicate the withdrawal of the victim’s request to prosecute in case of offences in which prosecution is only possible at the victim’s request ( complainant’s offences). For one respondent the only legal effect is the conditional discharge, for another- reduction of punishment, and one consider as a specific legal effect the transforming of the agreement into an official judgment. For three respondents these models do not produce direct legal consequences. Indirectly some prisoners may have become more likely to be eligible for early release schemes by demonstrating a reduction, or absence of, risks to victims. However, it could be concluded that most of the models lead to important legal consequences that should be taken into account.
2.16.The opinions of the respondents about main advantages and disadvantages of the models as compared to victim-offender mediation are summarized below: 

	Advantages
	Disadvantages

	More impact on participants
	Difficult to organize

	Greater community involvement (network of both victim and offender) neighborhood , school
	Can generate greater costs

	Resolves issues for more of the people who have been affected
	Can not be used for less serious crimes because of involvement of a lot of parties and resources ( e.g.FGC)

	Show that justice and restoration are not private and personal matters, but matters for the community and all those who have been affected
	Too much of a burden for some people

	Work towards long term solution by also addressing wider problems if needed
	Some offenders do not wish to communicate with such a large group (e.g. FGC)

	Can take place before any real crime happen
	Limited territorial application


Table 5. Advantages and disadvantages of the new models
From the table is seen that these models have both advantages and disadvantages. The lasts, however, are of less weight and could not affect further developments but require adequate efforts and actions. 
2.17. The main reasons which led to the emergence of the new models, according to the participants, are the following:
On the top of the list is their better serving the interests of the victim and the offender, mentioned eight times in the responses, as well as the interests of the community, mentioned six times. Dissatisfaction with the previously used models, mentioned four times, is the most common negative argument. Four respondents see in these models a chance for improving the public confidence in the justice process and more adequate answer to newly emerged social problems. Three times as reasons have been mentioned their potential to prevent crime, to improve community cohesion and to develop strong and active communities. Finally, for two respondents among the reasons for emerging of these models is the opportunity for reducing courts’ caseload, for one - reducing of prison population, and two indicate other reasons-e.g. reduction of re-offending or offering a positive, long - term answer to serious juvenile delinquency. It could be concluded that the emergence of these models is well grounded.
3. Perspectives for restorative justice
The new models developments is conditioned by RJ developments in general. That is why the last parts of both questionnaires are exploring the respondents’ opinions about the perspective for RJ. Although highly qualitative, this part of survey is indicative about the potentialities and hindrances of further developments of restorative justice models. 
3.1.To the first question of common nature, namely in which general direction RJ practices will develop in your country over the next 5 years, three groups of answers have been received: positive, skeptic and mixed. 
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Diagram 7 . Typology of answers I
The positive answers (84%), marking progressive developments of RJ models, strongly prevail. The positive outlook of the respondents has the following grounds: 
Most see good perspectives for further developments of RJ models in criminal proceedings, in school context, in prison and at work place. The expectations are that RJ practices will be largely applied, both for juveniles and adults. FGC, Community Conferencing and Sentencing Circles, at survey time in progressive planning- and pilot phase, probably will be further developed and institutionalised on nation-wide scale. Expansion of Restorative Cautioning and Restorative Conferencing for juvenile offenders is expected in some countries. Community based models will also develop. In many jurisdictions there is a good chance for legislative framework to be established which will increase the number of cases. RJ will be combined with authoritarian response to make the system more humane. The implementation of the EU Council’s Framework decision of 2001
 will accelerate the process of RJ models application. New impetus for further RJ development is seen in the introduction of RJ in the university curricula. 
The skepticism of only one respondent, seeing difficulties in further developments, is provoked by continuing decrease of referrals and by converting of RJ practices (mainly VOM) into a pure legal instrument.

The mixed views expressed, representing opinions of those seeing both problems and potential in RJ developments, include the following observations: Greater use will be made of RJ within criminal justice system but it will remain marginalized or will be co-opted by the formal system. There is the possibility that RJ can be implemented with both adults and juveniles at all levels of the criminal justice system. However, it is not clear whether developments will be piecemeal or not in the adult sector, or whether they will be restricted to referrals at the lower level of seriousness in juvenile cases. VOM will remain as the main RJ method, prognoses one of the respondents.
3.2.The next question explores whether the legal, political or social context in which RJ is implemented in the relevant country affects the way in which it is applied.
The responses about the legal context could be summarized as follows: Most respondents from the continental law systems find the legal context important for further developments of RJ practices. Need of legal framework is generally recognized both for credibility of RJ and for funding on regular basis. The prevailing opinion is that statutory underpinning creates a demand for cases, no statutory underpinning - case referrals depend on the discretion of criminal justice officials. However, some find that the principle of legality is the main obstacle to broader implementation of RJ. Legalizing could lead to the justice system rationale taking over, and flexibility diminishing.
The importance of political context is recognised by the majority of participants as it directly affects criminal policy. The ruling party allocates funds and sets priorities, and this is crucial for RJ as well.It is pointed out that the authoritarian government is keen on compulsion. More conservative climate in social and legal politics does not favor RJ. Only few respondents find political context not remarkably important or not important at all. However, the European Union policy and the positive influence of the Framework decision is repeatedly emphasized. 

The importance of social context is also underlined. It is mentioned many times that RJ developments is strongly influenced by the existing systems and cultural environment. Wider awareness of society will be favorable to RJ applications. NGOs strengthening will further favor RJ. The very long history of the adversarial legal system makes it inflexible and rigid which inhibits the developments of new approaches. In some countries the emphasis is on maintaining the current structure of criminal system, resulting in marginalisation of RJ practices. The strong opposition from the legal operators, maybe because of fear of loosing power, extra delays the process.
3.3 The participants were asked to identify any potential risks (e.g. too few resources) for RJ developments and possible compensatory mechanisms for each of them.
According to the vast majority the most serious risky factor are financial restrictions. In some countries the state totally abdicates from RJ practices implementation and funding. The next risk is the lack of knowledge about different RJ models in wider society and lack of understanding among legal experts; RJ advocates are still a small minority. There is insufficient interest from the part of justice institutions, moreover, resistance from the legal operators in some countries. Finally, the lack of human resources and infrastructure are also risks for RJ developments.
According to few respondents absence of quality guarantee while developing new practices and poor practices could be harmful to the image of RJ and could hinder further developments. RJ is pursued by a few charismatic individuals who fail to gather sufficient evidence of the benefits in statistical and financial terms. People are seeing RJ in over simplistic terms and presenting it as the answer for everything when RJ may be good at some things and with some people and bad at others. RJ should beware of presenting itself as a panacea. Lack of clear principles of practice grounded on ethics would lead to RJ coming into disrepute. Failure to invest in relevant analytic and evaluative research is also a risky factor for assessment and continuity of RJ practices implementation. The transformation of RJ practices into another judicial instrument seen by some participants in some countries affects the autonomy of the parties and their control over the process which should be preserved. Another risky factors are considering of RJ practices as a privilege, and not as a right, net-widening effect, compulsion in using RJ and monopolisation of RJ practices by one agency which affect credibility of these instruments.
 According to one respondent the diversity of practices itself is damaging public credibility in RJ. The relevant remedy would be the legal base.
And finally, one respondent says that risks always exist, but nothing could prevent RJ developments.
The potential compensatory mechanisms, seen by the respondents, are the following: RJ should have strong consistent advocates who build practice gradually and firmly and develop systems of good practice on sound foundations. Creation of legal base will compensate or limit some existing deficits. Cooperation on national and international level is the next option. Academics and NGOs involvement, education and training, developing of standards and dissemination of information about best practices –all these factors, separately or jointly, will prevent deviations from RJ ideology and principles and will secure the full value of RJ practices.
3.4.In response to the question are you optimistic or pessimistic about the future of RJ a big part of participants (26%) manifests optimistic vision. However, there are predominantly optimistic views combined with some reservations (65%), as well as one moderately pessimistic view, one pure pessimistic view expressed and one highly ambivalent view, each of them representing 3% from the totality. 
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Diagram 8.Typology of answers II
Optimistic views are based on: support received from legal practitioners and population; general positive attitude to RJ; positive impact of RJ models implementation in the relevant countries; existence of the EU Council’s Framework decision which accelerates RJ developments. However, the optimism of some has negative ground and is drawn from the evidence that traditional forms of conflict resolution are failing at the local, national and international level. Hence, RJ must move into these areas cautiously but confidently.

According to the moderately optimistic views RJ developments needs time. Realistically some assume that RJ has to develop step by step and not only by convincing non-believers. Social-political context is essential but not always political climate in the relevant country is favorable. RJ models will develop but on non-governmental level only. There are still some constrains and concerns about the adequate way of implementation of RJ practices. Many challenges still remain, mainly persuading those steeped in the traditions and overcoming vested interests. RJ needs to be profiled not as a new religion but as an effective way to handle consequences of crime, insist some participants.
The highly ambivalent respondent finds that there is no consistent or co-ordinated approach to RJ development; there is little local community ownership; there are cases of one monopoly RJ supplier with close links to the government. However, the great deal of expertise, experience of practice and developments registered are a source for certain optimism.
 The moderately pessimistic respondent sadly finds that the great days of RJ are over. 
And finally, the ground for the pessimistic view expressed is the strong resistance of the judiciary.
3.5.The respondents were asked to identify any needs at the international level for further developments of RJ models. Continuous international cooperation, dissemination of information and exchange of knowledge and experience are considered as essential factors in this aspect. Training and methodological help are indicated as crucial as well.Sharing models of best practices and ideas are found of ultimate importance. More research, more evaluation, networking and work to influence institutions and politicians are also mentioned here.International instruments are considered as important catalysts for change. Some respondents wish clear legislative basis. Finally, according to the participants, more push on governments by the EU is also needed, greater engagement of the UN and the Council of Europe is desirable.
Although not all of the views, fears, ideas, proposals etc. expressed could be shared, they should be taken seriously as they, more or less, reflect the current RJ status quo, and represent different visions about future developments. 
4.Conclusions
The limitations of this research do not allow too definite conclusions. The accepted methodology, limited number of responses, time limits, restricted human resources involved, lack of opportunities to organise oral interviews and to clarify some positions and mainly not-available direct access to information massifs predetermined the exclusively qualitative character of the study. Language was an extra obstacle in this kind of work. Terminology was the next issue. Different understanding of terms exists and certain terms pose serious problems for translation. 
However, there are enough indications to conclude that RJ in Europe is in progressive developments. New and new models are emerging. VOM is already a good old traditional practice, the endeavours now are targeted to inventing of something new - modern, different, flexible, rational.
Some models are rather young, at least in the European context ( e.g. sentencing circle ) and are still straggling to prove themselves- their authenticity, usefulness and value. Other (FGC) already have their “preserved territory“ on the European RJ landscape.
Different models are functioning in different environment. It is not possible to compare them. Moreover, one and the same model applied in different countries leads to different outcomes. It could be only claimed that every model has a right to life, if the fundamental RJ principles, values and standards are observed, and if it serves well the needs of victims, offenders and societies. 
RJ is developing through creating of legal base, and not only in the continental Europe. The numerous benefits of formal legislation are seen from all parts of the continent. The strong tendency to establishing of legal framework while introducing new models should be kept as it is favourable to RJ.
Experimental (pilot) phase of new RJ models proved to be essential for considering the peculiarities in any given country before adopting legislation and developing practices. Observing of quality standards is of ultimate importance for not allowing perversion of the models, especially when they are at early stage.
There is a strong tendency to professionalisation in the field. It is too premature to claim the end of volunteer’s involvement but there are enough signs that they are gradually replaced by professional, paid staff. 
Local and regional developments of RJ models is still a rule; nation-wide spreading is an ideal to be pursued. However, the dominant funding from central governments is a sign that new RJ models are considered important on a  national scale.
These models, in most of the cases, are open to all types of victims and offenders, and numerous kinds of offences could be referred to them. The survey showed, among other things, that   their potential is underused. It could be dare said that their time is still coming. Hopefully, soon the old Europe will have a new RJ models-based image. 
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