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The Good Lives Model and restorative justice: combined potential in cases of sexual 

violence 

Abstract:  

This article explores the combined potential of the Good Lives Model (GLM) and restorative 

justice as complementary approaches to justice, healing and social integration for sexual crime 

victims and offenders. When the synergies in both perspectives are combined, they have the 

potential to enhance the lives of victims, offenders and their respective communities.  The two 

different practice approaches can be integrated within the practice framework model developed 

by Ward and Durrant (2021). We also suggest that aspects of the GLM could be explored as a 

potential framework to guide victim services too. The GLM and restorative justice are natural 

allies because of their shared commitment to the equal value and dignity of every individual 

involved in crime. The paper makes two important contributions. First it considers the potential 

to combine the GLM with restorative justice. Second it suggests there is potential to develop 

aspects of the GLM for survivor services.  

Keywords: Good Lives Model; Restorative Justice; Sexual Violence; Victims; 

Perpetrators; Moral Repair 

Clinical Impact Statement 

This article provides guidance for practitioners on how the Good Lives Model (GLM) and 

restorative justice (RJ) offer complementary but distinct normative and practice frameworks 

that have overlapping domains of application in response to sexual crime, for victims and 

offenders.  

Restorative justice addresses problems associated with justice and moral repair while the GLM 

offers a framework that aims to provide individuals with the skills and knowledge to live 

fulfilling lives, and in the case of individuals who have committed crime, crime free lives. 
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These complementary practice frameworks expand the range of approaches and interventions 

for practitioners to consider, as well as enhance the criminal justice repertoire of services in 

relation to a single case. 

1. Introduction 

Much has been written on the problem of sexual violence and abuse in empirical and popular 

literature, raising issues of power and control, privilege, consent, sexuality, misogyny and the 

need for men to take a stand. While the gendered nature of the crime is beyond doubt, males 

are also victims of this crime and females can be offenders (Cortoni & Gannon, 2016). The 

impact on victims1 is well reported (Brown & Walklate, 2012; Herman 2005, 2015). High rates 

of attrition in sexual crime cases, resulting from under-reporting, low levels of prosecutions 

and low levels of convictions is a constant feature of many studies (see e.g., Brown & Walklate, 

2012; Gillen, 2019; Keenan & Zinsstag, 2014; Lovett & Kelly, 2009; O’Malley, 2020; Temkin 

& Krahé, 2008), leading some to see sexual crime as effectively decriminalised (Baird, 2020: 

16). Time and again the ‘beyond reasonable doubt’ standard, against which the evidence must 

be tested in the criminal courts, leaves justice gaps for victims, accountability gaps for 

offenders and healing gaps for all.  This situation is almost universal in every jurisdiction in 

the world. In addition, the secondary victimisation that results from involvement with criminal 

justice systems (Gillen, 2019; O’Malley, 2020; Topping, 2021) and concerns about the 

inadequacy of the protections for acquitted persons (see Gillen, 2019) lead many to question 

the justice gaps that result and suitability of the criminal justice system at all for dealing with 

these complex crimes (see Cossins, 2020; Temkin & Krahé, 2008). Special courts are attempts 

to remedy these problems in some jurisdictions (Vetten, 2011), new specialist structures for 

 
1 We will generally use the term victim to characterise those who have been victimised by sexual violence, but 
we recognise that some prefer the term survivor, victim survivor or person harmed. 
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the investigation and prosecution of sexual offences involving more integrated approaches, are 

attempts in others (see Walby et al., 2015) while some jurisdictions make available restorative 

justice options as part of criminal justice responses to enhance the justice response to sexual 

crime more broadly (see Keenan & Zinsstag, in press). This is the context in which we set out 

to write this paper. 

 Sexual violence, although common and widespread, remains a complex problem that is 

difficult to understand and difficult to prevent. Because of the deeply personal and invasive 

nature of the crime, with its stigmatising and marginalising potential and effects, the impacts 

are often long lasting and life altering for all parties, albeit in different ways (Herman, 2005, 

2015; Jülich et al., 2011; Newsom & Myers-Bowman, 2017). Community safety, particularly 

with regard to women and children remains a real concern. New directions in evidence 

informed ways to respond to these problems must therefore be continually explored.   

 In this article we explore the combined potential of the Good Lives Model (GLM) and 

restorative justice as complementary approaches to justice, healing and social integration for 

victims and offenders of sexual crime. When the synergies in both perspectives are combined, 

they have the potential to enhance the lives of sexual crime victims as well as offenders and 

their respective immediate communities.  While the GLM has been in operation for almost 

twenty years as an approach to the treatment and rehabilitation of individuals who have 

committed sexual offences (Ward 2002a), restorative justice has been working under the radar 

but increasingly above the radar in the field of sexual violence for many years, as evidenced in 

recent studies (Keenan & Zinsstag, in press; Zinsstag & Keenan, 2017). The two different 

practice approaches can be integrated within the practice framework model developed by Ward 

and Durrant (2021). In our view, the GLM is a therapeutic approach (well-being values are 

central) while restorative justice is best conceptualised as a moral repair intervention (ethical 

justice values are at the centre).  



 5 

 In order to provide a concrete context for this integrative approach the paper is divided 

into five sections. we begin by outlining our stance on sexual violence, in particular, victims 

of sexual crimes. We then turn attention to providing a brief overview of practice frameworks.  

An analysis of the GLM for offender rehabilitation is then offered with a suggestion of its 

potential as a framework for working also with victims of sexual crime. An exploration of 

restorative justice in relation to sexual crime follows. We finish by discussing the synergies of 

the GLM and restorative justice and their combined potential for rehabilitation, justice and 

healing for victims and offenders. We stress their complementary but distinct roles within an 

overarching intervention plan. In other words, the GLM and restorative justice practices have 

distinct intervention targets, and in this sense, are not in direct competition with each other (see 

below). They are natural allies because of their shared commitment to the equal value and 

dignity of every individual involved in crime. The paper thus makes two important 

contributions. First it considers the potential to combine the GLM with restorative justice. 

Second it suggests there is potential to apply aspects of the GLM to a practice framework with 

survivors of sexual violence.  

2. Sexual violence 

The World Health Organisation promotes a broad definition of violence, describing it as “the 

intentional use of physical force or power, threatened or actual, against oneself, another person, 

or against a group or community that either results in or has a high likelihood of resulting in 

injury, death, psychological harm, maldevelopment or deprivation” (Krug et al., 2002, p. 5). 

Sexual violence, which can involve covert (as in many cases of child sexual abuse) as well as 

overt sexual violations, is often more complex to detect and to define. Questions which cast 

doubt on the motivations of complainants, victims, accused persons and offenders arise in this 

context. Questions regarding consent emerges in adult sexual crime, such as, what is consent 
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and at what point did consent change to non-consent?  Queries are often raised in mitigation 

about the intentionality of the perpetrator (or the mens rea of the act) and to what extent the 

accused was reckless as to the consent of the injured party. In child sexual abuse the cultural 

and social context of the crime, including legal frameworks, also come into the analysis.  

Despite these conceptual difficulties, and ones that arise in marrying normative aspects of 

sexual violations with culturally specific conditions and interpretations, social, political and 

public forces in many jurisdictions have coalesced to define certain sexual and other acts as 

aberrant and have them codified in penal law. Terms such as sexual assault, sexual abuse and 

rape emerge from these codifications, which are also subject to penal sanction.  

 For the purposes of our work, we employ the terms sexual violence, sexual crime, and 

sexual abuse interchangeably to suggest that sexual violations involve a broad range of 

behaviours and patterns that encompass many types of coercive or non-consensual contact and 

non-contact sexual acts, in peace times and in times of war, some of which are prosecuted and 

some which are not. Sex trafficking and sexual violence perpetrated using communication 

technology also fall within our definition. The exponential growth in online child sexual 

exploitation and online sexual exploitation of adults pose particularly new justice, rehabilitative 

and healing challenges too (Mercado, Merdian & Egg, 2011; Webb, Craissati & Keen, 2007).   

Despite decades of psychological, sociological, and feminist research on the problem 

of sexual violence (see for example Brown & Walklate, 2012; Busch, 2002; Herman, 2005; 

Stubbs, 2002; Walklate, 2004), it is still predominantly a crime that occurs in the private sphere 

and remains there. Internalised shame and trauma can result in emotional physical, social, and 

economic impacts for victims (Herman, 2005; 2015). Stigma and social ostracization are 

outcomes for individuals accused of or who have committed sexual crime, with fractured 

family and societal relations often resulting in challenging and marginalised futures (Farrall & 

Calverley, 2006). With most sexual violence cases occurring within a context of pre-existing 



 7 

relationships, most are perpetrated by someone known to, or acquainted with the victim (see 

Temkin & Krahé, 2008).  The breach of trust and relational betrayal that are core of such crimes 

add to the complexity of repairing harm following its occurrence.  

 

3. Practice Frameworks 

Practice frameworks, initially described by Ward and Durrant (2021), are a unique type of 

theory that unites treatment theories and approaches, explanatory theories and normative 

assumptions, and by doing so, provide clinicians with a way of structuring their intervention-

related-actions in a theoretically informed way. The practice framework model was designed 

for those implementing interventions in criminal justice settings, as a tool that incorporates 

broader normative assumptions and values to guide interventions; they are not intended to 

replace specific etiological or treatment theories. Practice frameworks are defined by their 

three-level, hierarchical structure that link core values and principles, knowledge-related 

assumptions, and practice guidelines. The conceptually integrated structure of practice 

frameworks allows practitioners and researchers to make clearer connections between their 

overall practice aims, theoretical assumptions and the interventions used in forensic and 

correctional work (Ward & Durrant, 2021). In this way, practice frameworks operate as 

conceptual maps, which facilitate researchers and practitioners to richly define their practice 

niche and deliver meaningful intervention programmes. It is intended to avoid the problem of 

researchers and practitioners overextending the scope of particular therapeutic approaches, 

such as exporting risk prediction models to the context of therapeutic practices. 

Different types of practice frameworks occupy distinct “niches”; essentially domains 

of application characterized by their own unique problems. For example, the niche of social 

reentry and integration requires a practice framework built on desistance ideas whereas 

problems such as social anxiety or impulsivity require a therapeutically oriented approach 
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(Ward & Durrant, 2021). Problems such as interpersonal accountability in private (as well as 

public) spheres requires an approach based on restorative justice principles and practices. In 

the context of a practice framework model, the core values that provide reasons for action can 

also directly determine the key task for that practice framework. For instance, core values 

centered around the safety of the community and the wellbeing of individuals suggest that the 

key tasks are ones of reducing offending behavior and providing rehabilitation. That is, if the 

clinician or stakeholders’ value most the wellbeing of a client, and their living of a meaningful 

life, then the task of focus may be one of rehabilitation and reintegration into society. On the 

other hand, if stakeholders value the safety of the community more, then the primary task may 

be one of deterrence; the aim is to reduce the likelihood future offending and therefore protect 

the community. In this way values select the practice niche within which the Framework 

operates, although some problems may require more than one framework and therefore be 

conceptualized in slightly different ways. For example, a lack of empathy might be 

conceptualized as a treatment related problem and dealt with by therapy, or alternatively it 

could be seen as a moral problem best addressed by a practice framework such as restorative 

justice, or it could be conceptualized as both and addressed accordingly. 

Multiple practice frameworks may be needed to be implemented at the same time for a 

particular individual in order to address the complexities of many real-world problems. Each 

framework would have its own set of core values and principles which make it especially useful 

for a particular problem or task. A comprehensive intervention plan would be comprised of 

several practice frameworks models, each addressing a distinct task within a particular domain: 

risk prediction, crime prevention, treatment, social reentry, moral repair and accountability, 

desistance, and so on. Different frameworks can offer distinct but complementary perspectives 

that allow for a more complete analysis of the issue at hand. Where an intervention plan would 

include a restorative justice practice framework, the request for a meeting with a victim should 
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not be offender initiated (see Keenan & Zinsstag, in press). However restorative principles of 

moral repair could drive the work for the offender in other ways, such as in repairing harm with 

families of origin, or other community members. In circumstances where victims initiate the 

request for a restorative justice meeting then the restorative justice practice framework could 

incorporate this request (see also Kirkwood, 2021).  

4.  The Good Lives Model  

4.1 The Good Lives Model and offender rehabilitation 

The GLM was originally developed as a strength-based augmentation to enhance rather than 

replace the Risk-Need-Responsivity Model (Ward, 2002a; Ward & Gannon, 2006; Ward & 

Maruna, 2007). The GLM is not an etiological model of sexual offending; it is not a treatment 

programme and is it not an account of the sexual offence process. Rather, the GLM is a practice 

framework (see above Ward & Durrant, 2021). The underlying view of persons at the core of 

the GLM is as goal-directed agents with a range of priorities and capacities, who interact with 

their environments to pursue personally meaningful outcomes and lives.  

According to the GLM, the aim (values) of correctional and rehabilitative intervention 

should be to reduce the likelihood of further offending via the promotion of a personally 

meaningful Good Life. These two normative priorities are not mutually exclusive, as offending 

is conceptualised as the result of problems in an individual’s implicit Good Life Plan. The core 

values of the GLM orient researchers and practitioners to certain knowledge related 

assumptions: the importance of primary human goods in motivating human behaviour, internal 

and external obstacles to the attainment of these goods (risk factors) and an emphasis on 

individuals’ capacity for agency (Prescott, Willis, & Ward, in press). A good life contains 

valued outcomes, termed Primary Human Goods, which are of varying importance to 

individuals, but should all be present to some degree. The GLM Human Goods are excellence 
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in work, excellence in play, creativity, knowledge, relatedness, community, pleasure, life, inner 

peace, spirituality, and excellence in agency (Purvis, Ward &Willis, 2011). The means by 

which these are attained are termed Secondary Human Goods, and these can be more or less 

healthy, adaptive, and pro or anti-social. For example, one person may achieve inner peace by 

practicing meditation, while another may use illegal substances to escape from, or avoid, 

dysphoric mood states. The utilisation of adaptive secondary goods depends on internal 

capacities as well as environmental resources and opportunities. Problems with internal and 

external resources are considered to be causes of or contributors to sexual offending (i.e., 

criminogenic needs), and equally when addressed they offer pathways to desistance; as such 

they should be the focus of therapeutic intervention (Laws & Ward, 2011). The GLM 

acknowledges the importance of targeting criminogenic needs but does so through the building 

of internal and external resources, rather than by simply focusing on risk reduction or risk 

management. 

Taking into account the core values of the GLM practice framework, and its knowledge 

related assumptions, therapeutic interventions centre upon developing a personally meaningful 

good life plan, containing all primary goods to varying degrees (chosen by the individual), and 

the goals and strategies required to attain these without harming others. Such interventions can 

also be linked with risk reduction by identifying how the offending (either directly or 

indirectly) in the past was associated with attaining such primary goods (in ways that were 

harmful to others), and the barriers or problems (i.e., criminogenic needs) evident within the 

strategies employed by the offender to attain these goods. For example, in some situations 

sexual offending is used as a means to achieve relatedness or pleasure, because of problems 

differentiating between appropriate partners (i.e., children are preferred as sexual partners 

because individuals feel emotionally safer with them) or lack of understanding or reckless 

disregard as to what constitutes consent in sexual relations with adults. A new good life plan 
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could incorporate relatedness and pleasure via the goal of seeking an intimate relationship with 

an age-appropriate partner in which consent is negotiated through relational dialogue and 

respect. Individuals vary in their ability to engage in the normative practices involved in healthy 

relationships, such as having mutually respectful conversations, conflict resolution, mutually 

consenting physical intimacy etc and these strategies would be developed as part of a new life 

plan. The GLM thus represents a naturalistic (i.e., commitment to “natural desires”) and 

humanistic approach to understanding offending behaviour, with an emphasis on building 

strengths and capabilities in individuals rather than focusing on deficits or pathologies (Purvis, 

Ward & Willis, 2015). 

When the GLM was first created by Tony Ward (2002a; 2002b), the intention was to 

produce an ethical rehabilitation (therapeutic) framework capable of incorporating existing best 

practice risk-management knowledge regarding offending behaviour and that would also allow 

for a more holistic and individual approach to rehabilitation, within a human rights ethic. With 

the aim of helping clients to develop the skills and infrastructure to live meaningful, healthy 

and socially responsible lives, the philosophical premise was that such an approach would 

reduce the risk that individuals would present to the community in a sustainable, long-term 

manner. Since its first inception empirical research has provided evidence for the validity of 

the core GLM assumptions and intervention approach (e.g., Harkins, Flak, Beech, & 

Woodhams, 2012; Lorito, Vollm, & Dening, 2018; Loney & Harkins, 2018; Martin, 

Hernandez, Hernandez-Fernaud, Arregui, & Hernandez, 2010; Taylor, 2017; Van Damme, 

Hoeve, Vermeiren, Vanderplasschen, & Colins, 2016; Ware & Bright, 2008). 
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4.2 The Good Lives Model and the potential for victim healing 

Good Life Model (GLM) interventions for victims2 of sexual crime would also centre upon 

achieving a personally meaningful good life plan, containing all primary goods to varying 

degrees (chosen by the individual), and the secondary goods (goals and strategies) required to 

attain these. While many therapeutic interventions with victims are generally holistic, the Good 

Life Model as a practice framework would also provide clinicians with a way of structuring 

their therapeutic work in a theoretically informed and comprehensive way, underpinned by a 

human-rights, strengths-based orientation; it is a question of how best to enhance someone’s 

functioning alongside the reduction of suffering. It is often reported that individuals who have 

committed crimes receive more comprehensive therapeutic help and social support than victim 

survivors, especially in the aftermath of serious crime (Keenan, 2022). An intervention 

approach for victims of crime which was GLM informed could address this anomaly.  

Previous texts have explained the theoretical components and principles of the GLM 

and its practical application in relation to correctional rehabilitation and management (see Laws 

& Ward, 2011; Purvis & Ward, 2021; Purvis, Ward & Shaw, 2013; Purvis, Ward & Willis, 

2015; Ward & Gannon, 2007; Yates, Prescott, & Ward, 2010). However, what has not been 

articulated is the possibilities of applying a modified but equally comprehensive version of the 

GLM for therapeutic work with victims. Given the depth of research and theoretical refinement 

that has gone into the GLM we suggest it is time to articulate how some of the philosophical 

and ethical underpinnings and practice applications of the GLMs can be applied in victim, 

 
2 We have chosen to focus on victims of crime in this section of the paper as an exemplar of an integrated approach 
primarily because they are a group where the need to combine therapeutic and moral repair interventions, such as 
restorative justice, is of paramount importance. However, it is beyond the scope of the paper to review current 
therapeutic approaches to survivors of sexual crime, or any shortcomings of therapeutic approaches, or to elaborate 
exactly what a modified GLM for survivors would look like. We simply want to introduce the notion of A Good 
Life for survivors too and the promotion of a personally meaningful Good Life for them in the aftermath of sexual 
crime. We suggest that a framework for victims informed by the GLM, which has typically been applied to 
rehabilitation of individuals who have offended, could be made to enhance the work of promoting a personally 
meaningful Good Life plan for survivors in ways that are yet to be explored. In some senses this right is often 
neglected by the focus of narrower therapeutic models. We begin this process in this section of the paper. 



 13 

healing services too. This approach also fits well with restorative justice philosophies and 

approaches. 

To begin, the collaborative approach that the GLM offers (in correctional rehabilitation) 

is equally important in victim services. Second, the GLM’s focus on individuals as continually 

evolving agents who are naturally designed to act in the pursuit of a range of biological, 

psychological, and social goals (Laws & Ward, 2011) also applies to the lives of victims.  The 

natural desires for intimacy, life (health and wellbeing), knowledge, excellence in play, work 

and agency, inner peace, relatedness, community, spirituality, creativity and states of happiness 

and pleasure that the GLM considers in offender rehabilitation (Ward, 2002a, 2002b; Ward & 

Marshall, 2004) apply also to victims.  Addressing these natural desires in a comprehensive 

GLM victim framework could enhance the overall responses to victim survivors.  

While all people are multifaceted, acting in ways that reflect an interaction of 

biological, social, cultural, and psychological factors (Laws & Ward, 2011; Ward & Durrant, 

2021) and correctional rehabilitation is seen as multifaceted and contextual (Ward & Maruna, 

2007), victim healing and recovery can also be seen in the same light. Thus, any meaningful 

and effective healing interventions with victims must take account of their lifestyles and 

environments as well as the psychological and traumatic impact of the crime. Drawing on Ward 

(2010) in relation to correctional rehabilitation it is our contention that healing interventions 

with victims must also specify precisely what competencies are required to secure valued 

outcomes for their futures in personally meaningful ways.  

While this is not the place to fully elaborate exactly how the GLM framework for victim 

healing could be operationalised, an example of its application might illuminate. For example, 

in situations where the experience of sexual abuse as a child disrupts an individual’s acquisition 

of the psychological and social resources required to attain primary human goods, such as 

healthy trusting relational capacities, a victim version of the GLM framework can ensure that 
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all the necessary thinking and social and psychological resources are brought to bear in the 

victim’s recovery journey as core to achieving a Good Life. In essence, the GLM for victims 

is focused on enabling them to live productive and meaningful lives within the context of their 

histories, presents and futures.  

While the GLM is a therapeutic model that is strength based and sensitive to the 

complex needs of victim of crimes, on its own it is insufficient to address the moral issues of 

this group. In our view restorative justice is a practice framework specifically designed to 

address moral repair issues, which also resonates strongly with the core values of the GLM. 

Collectively they provide a more comprehensive (and complementary) approach than each in 

their own.  

5 Restorative justice  

5.1 Restorative justice: a maximalist consequentialist perspective  

In the 1990s restorative justice began to be recognised as a way of thinking about justice and 

healing when dealing with the aftermath of crime, focusing particularly on repairing the harm 

done to people and in some situations the harm done to relationships (Braithwaite, 1989, 2000; 

Braithwaite & Parker, 1999; Christie, 1977; McCold & Wachtel, 1998; Zehr, 1990). A striking 

feature of restorative justice is its resonance with relationship oriented, constructive theories of 

punishment, such as Duff’s (2001) communicative theory. Duff argues that because individuals 

who commit sexual offences are fellow members of the moral community, the aim of 

punishment should be to communicate the wrongness of their actions in order to give them an 

opportunity to redeem themselves and ultimately be reconciled to members of the community. 

When restorative justice emerged in the early 1990s it was offered mainly to youth rather than 

adult offenders, and serious interpersonal crime was largely excluded. Much of the early 

research focused on its efficacy to reduce youth offending and the practices were largely 
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diversionary, and offender focused. Not enough research examined the victim experience or 

the potential in serious crime involving adult offenders. That has now changed. While 

restorative justice has been accepted internationally as a useful response to youth offending at 

nearly every stage of the criminal justice process, and for minor crime in the case of adults, in 

recent years restorative justice is becoming increasingly recognised for its justice and healing 

potential in more serious high tariff crime, including crimes of violence (see Daly, 2006a; 

Jülich, Buttle, Cummins & Freeborn, 2010; Keenan, Zinsstag & O’Nolan, 2016; Marinari, 

2021; Miller, 2011; Pali & Madsen, 2011; Umbreit et al., 2003a, 2003b; Zinsstag & 

Vanfraechem, 2012).  

Restorative justice as a discipline is an evolving one in relation to theory and concepts 

too, with “process” definitions being seen as minimalist when compared to more maximalist 

consequentialist understandings (Walgrave, 2021).  While recognising the importance of a 

participatory process among the main stakeholders in restorative justice, this “process only” 

definition fails to take account of the broader aims and philosophy of restorative justice 

(Walgrave, 2020: 434). A maximalist consequential perspective includes the process definition 

but also extends beyond that to a philosophy which permeates criminal justice thinking with 

restorative ideas (Walgrave, 2008, 2020). A maximalist, consequentialist conceptualisation of 

restorative justice helps to bring into view a more pluralist view of justice; one that extends 

beyond law and order, to relationships and harm and the need for moral repair, in the private 

as well as the public sphere. Essentially the aim of a maximalist consequentialist restorative 

justice is to influence the development of a “restorative criminal justice system” at every level 

(Keenan & Zinsstag, in press). A range of restorative interventions, with additional guidelines 

in the case of sexual crime, could form part of a reformed restorative criminal justice system, 

including, but not limited to the following: restorative plea bargains, restorative specialist 

courts, restorative rehabilitation, and restorative incarceration (Keenan & Zinsstag, in press).  
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5.2 Restorative justice and sexual violence 

Since the late 1990s many scholars (see e.g., Bolitho, 2015; Bolívar et al., 2013; Daly & Wade, 

2017; Goodmark, 2018; Keenan, 2014; Keenan & Zinsstag, in press; Koss, 2000; 

Laxminarayan, Lens & Pemberton, 2013; McGlynn et al., 2017; Zinsstag & Busck-Nielsen, 

2017) have advanced the case for the use of restorative justice in sexual violence cases.  The 

argument rests on a number of explicit limitations of conventional criminal justice including 

the limited role that victims play in criminal justice and their dissatisfaction at being mere 

witnesses in the state’s case; lack of offender accountability when no criminal proceedings are 

advanced; the fact that some victims want accountability without a criminal trial; poor 

reintegration of offenders in the community following periods of incarceration; and, the limited 

role for communities in criminal justice, despite the impact that sexual crime has on 

communities and the importance of communities in repairing the social bonds.  

Previous texts have explained the theoretical components and principles of restorative 

justice and its practical application in sexual violence cases (see Bolitho & Freeman, 2016; 

Daly 2011, 2016, 2017; Hudson, 2002; Jülich & Buttle, 2010; Jülich et al., 2010; Mercer, 

2020). The empirical literature outlining the support for restorative justice in sexual violence 

cases has also been evidenced (see Daly 2006b; Daly & Bouhours, 2011; Keenan, 2020; 

Keenan & Zinsstag, in press). There is also evidence that survivors themselves want this service 

to be made available to them (see Keenan, 2014; Marsh & Wagner, 2015; Moore, Keenan, 

Moss & Scotland, 2021). Some scholars (see Godden-Rasul, 2017; Jülich & Landon, 2017; 

Pali, 2017) caution that the power imbalance involved in sexual crime could provide 

opportunity for offenders to re-victimise the victim in the most subtle of ways in restorative 

processes if the facilitators are not trained to re-balance these dynamics. Feminists are 

concerned about the reprivatisation of sexual crime if restorative justice is used as an alternative 
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to criminal justice. The case is also made for additional specialist training for restorative justice 

facilitators in cases of sexual crime (Keenan, 2017, 2018). 

   While there is a growing body of literature on the benefits of restorative justice for 

victims of sexual crime (see Keenan & Griffith, 2019, 2021; Koss, 2013, 2014; Mariani, 2021; 

McGlynn, Westmarland & Godden, 2012; Zinsstag & Keenan, 2017) there is limited research 

on the outcomes of restorative justice for sex offenders who have participated in such 

processes. Further outcome research is needed. There is also growing interest in understanding 

how restorative justice can contribute to offender rehabilitation in cases of sexual violence 

through supporting desistance from further offending and in enhancing offender accountability 

(see Woessner, 2017).  

 One of the factors that can inhabit restorative justice work in the field of sexual violence 

is the perception that it is inherently a more-risky practice in sexual violence cases than other 

types of crime. The nature and intimacy of the harm, the power imbalance associated with 

sexual violence, the relational connections between victims and offenders, the perceived 

menacing characteristics of offenders, the particular vulnerabilities of victims, the inadequacy 

of support services, and the anxieties and responses of communities are some of the reasons 

why this is believed to be the case. These challenges are easily addressed in practice and in 

developing social support for participants (see Keenan & Zinsstag, in press; Zinsstag & 

Keenan, 2017).   

6. The Good Lives Model and restorative justice: a combined approach to justice, 

rehabilitation and healing  

The GLM and restorative justice are complementary but distinct normative and practice 

frameworks that have overlapping domains of application (see Ward & Durrant, 2021). The 

GLM is a rehabilitation theory that aims to promote the reintegration of individuals by 
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equipping them with the internal and external resources to achieve more fulfilling and less 

harmful lives. We have suggested above that a modified version of the framework could be 

useful for people harmed by sexual violence as for those who perpetrate it. Restorative justice 

practices seek to respond to crimes in a reparative and inclusive manner; it is inextricably linked 

to ethical values, while the GLM has a stronger association with prudential (welfare 

enhancing) values. In essence, they occupy distinct, although complementary, practice 

“niches”. The value of the GLM in relation to correctional practice, resides in its ability to 

integrate the established facts about effective treatment with sound clinical knowledge about 

how best to motivate and to engage individuals in the difficult task of lifestyle change. It is 

essentially a forward-looking perspective that sets out to constructively change the way people 

live their lives based on the clarification of core personal commitments, skill acquisition, and 

social re-entry. The process of lifestyle change is mediated by helping individuals to articulate 

and pursue their personal goals and the reduction of their specific dynamic risk factors. The 

normative component of the GLM revolves around the understanding that individuals who 

have committed crimes have core entitlements to basic goods as well as duties to others to 

respect their core interests. The normative components of the amended GLM for victims, hinge 

on the premise that victims of sexual crime have core entitlements to pursue their personal 

goals while recovering from the impact of sexual violation. The primary emphasis of 

restorative justice is on repairing the harm caused by crime and working for a restorative 

criminal justice system; it is concerned with moral repair (Walker, 2006).  

While restorative justice is not punishment oriented, at least in the narrow sense of this 

term, careful attention is paid to offender reparation, victim healing, the reaffirmation of 

community norms and the repair of relationships between the offender, victims, and 

community (moral repair). Re-establishing relationships between victims and offenders is not 

necessarily part of this imperative, unless otherwise desired by the parties, such as in some 
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cases of historical intrafamilial child sexual abuse. The major intention is to facilitate the 

healing of the victim and community and to deal with norm violation in a holistic and just way, 

rather than to increase individuals’ specific capabilities, although that can occur through the 

process. Restorative justice can provide a normative framework within which correctional 

restorative rehabilitation can be implemented. Its emphasis on the values of acknowledgment 

of harm committed, collaboration, and moral, social, and psychological repair, aligns naturally 

with the GLM’s ecological and strength-based perspective. Each framework on its own lacks 

the theoretical resources to provide a comprehensive approach to interventions for victims and 

those who have committed sexual offences. On the one hand, while the GLM can provide 

guidance for the therapeutic aspect of intervention it lacks the capacity to address moral and 

justice related concerns and needs. On the other hand, restorative justice practices clarify the 

duties and entitlements of victims and key stakeholders towards each other but have little 

substantial to say about the structure and content of treatment plans, despite the recognised 

benefits when restorative justice and treatment approaches are coordinated (Daly, 2006).  

The different emphases of the GLM and restorative justice can be further explained as 

follows. First, while the GLM (prudential) and restorative justice (moral) are based on different 

kinds of values, they are both concerned with repairing the damage created by crime, 

acknowledge the interests of victims, individuals who offend and community stakeholders, and 

are forward looking. For restorative justice the damage is moral in nature while the GLM is 

primarily concerned with the harm done to peoples’ psychological and social functioning. A 

core aim is to provide individuals with the social and psychological resources to live 

meaningful and “better” lives. In our view, restorative justice and the GLM address quite 

different repair tasks and therefore are not in competition with each other. They constitute 

contrasting practice frameworks that can coexist as parts of an overall intervention plan (Ward 

& Durrant, 2021) or criminal justice repertoire of services. For example, a victim of a crime 
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may benefit from anxiety treatment for the intense fear, flashback experiences, and avoidance 

behaviour caused by a sexual assault (GLM guided) as well as structured meetings with the 

person who assaulted them (restorative justice guided). Each practice framework has its 

preferred “niche” of application and is best suited to a particular task. It is a mistake in our 

view, to search for a universal, a one size fits all perspective. Thus, a comprehensive 

intervention plan is likely to utilise a number of practice frameworks, each addressing the 

problems in a different niche or problem space. A therapeutic framework like the GLM (and a 

victim version of the GLM) is ideally suited to dealing with social and psychological problems 

while a restorative justice practice framework is better positioned as a response to moral 

concerns and justice needs. There may be overlap between niches, but at some level, they each 

possess unique content, and as such offer, a distinctive but complementary contribution to 

intervention. The two frameworks operate within different niches, with restorative justice 

addressing problems associated with moral repair (a moral/normative niche) while the GLM is 

concerned with equipping individuals with the skills and knowledge to live fulfilling and in the 

case of individuals who have committed crime, crime free lives (a therapeutic niche). 

Because the GLM is oriented more towards individuals’ well-being it is better equipped 

to guide comprehensive intervention planning. For victims of sexual violence this might mean 

working therapeutically on trauma related problems or dealing with ongoing problems with 

emotional modulation and expression. For those individuals who committed sexual offences, 

the focus could be on managing problematic sexual fantasies or improving intimacy skills. On 

the other hand, restorative justice sets out to repair the damage caused by the violation of core 

community values (e.g., crimes). It assumes that such behaviour is wrong and that individuals 

are obligated to face the consequences arising from the harm they caused, and ideally, seek 

redemption in some way.  While restorative justice practices, such as, victim-offender 

dialogues or meetings between all the key stakeholders may bring psychological benefits to 
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victims and those who offend, that is not its primary aim; rather they intend it to address the 

moral harm created by the crime. The overlapping values based on the equal value or dignity 

of all human beings means that they are “natural allies” in any correctional intervention plans 

and in response-based work with victims.  In addition, both victims and offenders need to heal 

psychologically as well as repair the moral damage created by sexual offending. 

A second important feature of combining GLM and restorative justice approaches in 

intervention planning is that both can deal with the conflicting moral obligations of 

practitioners. On the one hand there is a duty to do your best for your client (victim or offender) 

and help them to overcome their psychological problems; problems that might be seriously 

eroding their ability to live fulfilling and meaningful lives. On the other hand, practitioners 

have an obligation to ensure that the interests of other key stakeholders associated with an 

offence are taken into account when working with either victims or offenders. This is a complex 

problem with no easy solution (see Ward, 2013). However, restorative justice with its strong 

grounding in relationship repair automatically considers the perspectives and needs of victims, 

offenders and community representatives when deciding on what kind of interventions to 

recommend; its “line of sight” is multifaceted. The GLM seeks to enable the development of 

strengths and by doing so it is directly risk reducing and well-being enhancing. For example, 

helping someone to acquire vocational skills (e.g., training as a mechanic) is likely to improve 

their chances of working, and by doing so can reinforce and even instil self-regulatory and 

social skills (e.g., learning to problem solve, listen carefully, plan ahead etc). Risk oriented 

intervention models such as the risk-need-responsivity model (Bonta & Andrews, 2017) are 

unlikely to resonate so strongly with restorative justice.  Furthermore, the acknowledgement of 

the importance of human goods in the lives of victims and offenders in both models means they 

are also trying to work out how best to heal individuals and communities rather than simply 

attempt to reduce harm. 
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7. Conclusion 

Sexual crime is an inherently different type of crime from others, and clinical experience 

indicates that it shows features which differentiate it from other types of violent crime: victims 

of sexual crime often experience potent and debilitating self-blame and take responsibility for 

the offence; the perpetrator in the majority of cases is someone known to the victim, loved by 

them and in a trusting position of power in their lives; offenders in the majority of cases have 

used subtle techniques and strategies to groom and disempower the victim and overcome their 

resistance; the process of reporting the crime and pursuing justice through the criminal justice 

system is experienced as traumatic by victims and their families. 

It is a mistake to look for the “one true model” that can deal with every moral, social, and 

psychological problem experienced by both victims of abuse and those who committed sexual 

crimes. Such a strategy is likely to result in overblown claims, neglect, and unnecessary 

acrimony between practitioners with different theoretical allegiances. The pluralistic nature of 

the practice framework model makes this less likely and also encourages researchers and 

clinicians to think carefully about the different problems and their respective niches individuals 

present with. However, different practice frameworks within a comprehensive plan, should at 

least be consistent with each other and hopefully share some core values. Otherwise, the result 

might be intractable ethical dilemmas such as the dual relationship problem and chaotic clinical 

practice (Ward, 2013). In our view, correctional rehabilitation should be implemented within a 

normative framework of accountability and a commitment on behalf of victims, offenders, and 

the community to work towards restoration, trust, and healing. The GLM and restorative justice 

are natural allies in this process because of their recognition of the inherent value of all 

individuals and appreciation that if you want people to lead less harmful lives, you need to 

offer them hope of achieving more fulfilling ones.  
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