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Executive Summary 

Kedem (the Hebrew acronym for Kvutzot Diyun Mishpachtiyot, or “Family Group Conferences", 
also meaning “forward”) is an innovative program that offers youth offenders1 an alternative to 
legal proceedings. Kedem’s objectives are: 
1. To prevent the youth offender’s being labeled a criminal 
2. To remove the offender from the cycle of criminal behavior at as early a juncture as possible  
3. To encourage the offender to take responsibility for his or her crime 
4. To increase family involvement in the offender’s rehabilitation 
5. To make restitution for the damage caused 

 
Cases are referred to Kedem by the youth probation officer, in coordination with the police 
juvenile officer. The decision to refer the case is based on criteria determined by the Kedem 
Steering Committee, and foremost by the offender’s admission of guilt (a full list of the criteria 
appears in the appendix). If the Kedem National Director views the case as suitable, she appoints 
a neutral coordinator who is not associated with any of the parties involved. Upon being 
appointed, the coordinator obtains the agreement of the offender and his family to a Kedem 
conference, as well as the agreement of the victim of the offence. Afterwards, the coordinator 
meets individually with all parties involved: the victim and his or her support network, the 
offender and his family and support network, the reporting police officer, and school attendance 
officer and other relevant professionals, to prepare them for the conference. The coordinator also 
chooses the meeting place and time, and facilitates the meeting. A Kedem conference is 
comprised of three distinct parts: 
1. A discussion of the offense and concerns – The first part of the conference includes 

presenting the objectives of the meeting and the rules of order; introducing all the parties to 
one another; an explanation of the offense and its legal implications; providing an opportunity 
for both the victim of the offence and the offender and their respective families to express 
their feelings and concerns 

2. Private family time – In the second part of the conference, the professional and the victim 
leave the room. The family, the offender and the supporters remain to formulate a plan of 
action that includes the offender apologizing to the victim and making restitution for the 
offense and measures to respond to the concerns expressed regarding the offender 

3. Drafting and approving the action plan – All of the participants reconvene for the third part 
of the conference which consists of presenting the plan to the professional team; dialog 
between the parties; everyone’s agreement on the details of the plan; and signing the 
agreement 

                                                 
1 Because up until now nearly all Kedem referees have been boys, the default language in this document 
refers to males; but the information applies equally to girls. 
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4. The youth probation officer is responsible for ensuring that the plan be carried out. If the 
family does not manage to formulate a plan, or the agreed-upon plan is not carried out, legal 
proceedings are reinstituted. 

 
Kedem was instituted on a trial basis for three years by the Ministry of Social Affairs' Youth 
Probation Service, the Israel Police, the State Prosecutor, and Ashalim, in conjunction with the 
Attorney General and others. During this time, a study to evaluate Kedem was conducted by the 
Engelberg Center for Children and Youth at Myers-JDC-Brookdale Institute. The evaluation 
aimed to provide policy-makers and program developers with feedback on its implementation and 
its implications for youth offenders, their families, and victims, to aid decisions regarding the 
broadening of the program and its being instituted as an alternative to standing trial. 
 
The Evaluation Study 
The study examined several subjects: 
1. Kedem’s target population - criteria for acceptance, the referral process, the participants' 

profile 
2. Implementation - the coordinators' work, the parties to the conference, the management of the 

conference, the formulation of the a plan and its execution 
3. The results - repeat offenses; the school performance and personal wellbeing of the offender; 

the effect of Kedem on the offender, his family, and the victim of the offence 
4. The satisfaction of all of the parties involved with Kedem - their evaluation of the 

coordinator’s performance, the conference, and the entire process 
 
The Study Population and Research Tools 
The study followed 76 youth offenders who participated in Kedem in its first three years of 
operation (end of 2000 - end of 2003). During the course of the study, information was gathered 
using both quantitative and qualitative research tools: 
1. A questionnaire for the coordinator regarding 76 offenders 
2. A questionnaire for the youth probation officer regarding 69 offenders 
3. Telephone interviews with: 34 offenders; 37 parents of offenders; and 33 victims 
4. In-depth interviews with conference participants, i.e., offenders, parents, victims, supporters, 

coordinators, and police 
5. Focus groups with youth probation officers 
6. In-depth interviews with key persons from the Kedem program, the Justice Ministry, Internal 

Security Ministry, Social Affairs Ministry, Israel Police, and Ashalim 
 
Findings 
Target Population 
Kedem is aimed at youth offenders whose offenses are classified as medium-level severity; it 
constitutes an alternative to legal proceedings. It is not aimed at first-time offenders or those 
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whose offenses are classified as less serious, as there is already a no-charge procedure in place 
for such cases.  
 
Criteria for Participation 
Although Kedem’s developers hoped to see the program’s broad use as an alternative to legal 
proceedings (with the exception of irregular cases), the steering committee was compelled to 
define restrictions for participation in the program, including the victim’s agreement prior to 
pressing charges. In addition, murder, manslaughter, family violence, sexual offenses, and drug 
offenses were excluded. In addition: 

 In Kedem’s first year of operation, only a small number of youth cases referred by the police 
or the Youth Probation Services met the program's criteria. Therefore, it was decided early on 
to allow an “informal Kedem” mechanism, i.e., a Kedem-model process, not as a replacement 
for legal proceedings, but rather as an addition to them. In the first two-and-a-half years of 
Kedem, 64% of the cases fell into the “informal Kedem” category. 

 The most common reasons for cases not meeting the criteria were administrative, e.g., charges 
had already been pressed in 27% of the cases or the case was referred by a police department 
not affiliated with Kedem (20%). The steering committee hopes to find legal channels for 
broadening the criteria for formal Kedem. 

 In addition to the legal and administrative criteria, youth probation officers also used their 
professional considerations in referring cases. Youth probation officers believed Kedem 
beneficial for most of the offenders and their families. At the same time, the conclusions of the 
pilot program pointed to certain cases wherein the offenders and their families did not benefit 
from the program, i.e., offenders and families who were unwilling to take responsibility for the 
offense; very dysfunctional families; families with no support network, and families in crisis 
unrelated to the offense. 

 
Case and Family Profiles 

 The most common offenses were theft (41%); breaking and entering (27%); and assault 
(27%). The percentage of offenders who had committed violent crimes (such as assault) was 
lower than that of the population at large referred to the Youth Probation Services. 22% 
percent of the cases were repeat offenses. 

 The case profile was similar to that of the Youth Probation Services population at large: aged 
16-18 (70%), with the youngest being 14; is enrolled in a regular school (80%); is enrolled in a 
regular school (work, work-study, or IDF service - 16%); 4% neither work, study, nor perform 
national service. Regarding the families, 29% are single-parent; 39% earn below-average 
income; and 28% are immigrants. 

 
The Implementation of the Kedem Program 
Referral to the Program 
During the first four-and-a-half years of Kedem’s operation (June 2000 - December 2005), 268 
cases were referred―fewer than anticipated. The main reasons given for this by the police, youth 
probation officers, and coordinators were: 
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1. The program’s restrictive criteria 
2. A lack of familiarity with Kedem on the part of the police and youth probation officers 
3. The youth probation officer’s evaluating either the offender or the family or both as being 

incapable of undergoing the process 
4. The youth probation officer’s unwillingness to take on the extra workload 
5. The process is complex and entails exposure on the part of the probation officer  
6. The overall perception on the part of youth probation officers of the Kedem process as being 

lengthy and complicated 
 
About half of the 268 cases referred to Kedem (137) did not reach the conference stage. The most 
common reasons for this were: 
1. Objection on the part of the victim of the offence to the process (33% of incompleted 

processes) 
2. Unwillingness of the offender to admit to his offense (21% of incompleted processes) 
3. Resistance on the part of either the offender, his family or both, to the conference (15% of 

incompleted processes) 
 
The Coordinators 
The coordinators were responsible for preparing, coordinating, and facilitating the Kedem 
conferences. Most had experience working with young people and had completed relevant 
academic studies. The coordinators completed a Kedem sponsored training, and received ongoing 
supervision from Kedem’s director. 
 
Because of the low number of referrals, the coordinators also engaged in searching for cases that 
were appropriate for Kedem among the files of youth offenders referred to the Youth Probation 
Services and the police. 
 
Throughout the preparation for the conference and thereafter, the clear distinction between the 
role of coordinator and that of the youth probation officer was maintained. The coordinators 
focused on preparing the conference, and refrained from offering additional assistance to the 
offender or the family. 
 
The Kedem participants, particularly the offenders’ parents and the victims of the offence, 
expressed great appreciation for the work of the coordinators, including their respectful attitude 
received, their empathy, creating a safe and comfortable atmosphere, maintaining fairness and 
neutrality, and organizing and facilitating the conference. The youth probation officers also gave 
the coordinators high marks, specifying the clear-cut division of labor. They also cited the 
coordinators’ personal and professional skills as a key factor in Kedem’s success. 
The coordinators themselves noted the training, supervision, and support of Kedem’s director, 
and cited their contribution to their ability to manage the complex process from its beginning. 
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Some of those interviewed stressed the importance of the coordinators’ not being identified with 
the Youth Probation Services to their maintaining neutrality; others believed that youth probation 
officers could serve as coordinators as long as the case in question was not their own. 
 
Preparing the Conference 
Preparation by the coordinators includes: 
1. Obtaining information from the youth probation officer and the police youth officer 
2. Contacting the victim of the offence and obtaining his or her agreement to the process 
3. Contacting the offender and his or her family 
4. Finding supporters for both the offender and the victim 
5. Preparing all parties for the conference 

 
During the pilot, the number of hours spent by the coordinators in travel time and in preparation 
for the conference was not limited; on average it took 3.7 months to prepare a conference, and 
required an average of 28 hours of coordinator. Therefore, the cost of the procedures was high 
and the process was lengthy, making it appear an obstacle to Kedem’s wider use. 

 
Offenders, parents, and victims all expressed a high level of satisfaction with the preparation 
process for the conference; most reported that it was adequate, as was the treatment of all issues 
that arose in the conference. 
 
Kedem personnel agreed that in order for Kedem to be broadened, the conference preparation 
needs to be streamlined, both for cost and handling reasons. Some of the youth probation officers 
pointed out the need for balance between the thorough preparation and the shortest possible 
interim between the offender’s arrest and the conference, wherein the family’s openness to 
Kedem is highest. 
 
The Kedem Conference Participants 

 Parents - Parents were present at all Kedem conferences. Most of the offenders (91%) 
responded to the effect that their parents’ participation was helpful, and that their parents’ 
presence supported them and gave them confidence. 

 The offender’s supporters - Family members or friends who serve as the offender’s supporters 
are invited: In 73% of the conferences, family members attended; in 46%, siblings; and in 
18%, friends. The presence of friends helped all of the offenders, yet was disturbing to one 
third of the victims. 

 The victims - At 88% of the conferences, the victim attended in person, and in other cases, 
s/he sent a representative. The victim could also invite family members and friends as 
supporters, yet these were present only at 40% of the conferences. 

 Police - Police were present only at “formal” Kedem conferences (a third of the conferences). 
Both the youth probation officers and the coordinators saw the police presence as important in 
lending the process its law enforcement authority. In addition, the police presence contributed 
to the victim's sense of security at the conference. 
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 Youth probation officers were present at all of the conferences, in addition, other 
professionals took part in some of the conferences: staff from the offender’s school (25% of 
the cases); social workers (7% of the cases), other professionals (such as a youth counselor or 
sports coach) were present at 21% of the conferences. 

 
At the Conference 

 The duration of the conference - Kedem conferences demand significant efforts on the part of 
all of the participants. Most of the conferences took place in the evening; the average duration 
was four hours: two hours of discussion of the offense and concerns about the offender; one 
hour of private time for the family and supporters; and one hour to finalize the plan. In 17% of 
the cases, an additional conference was needed to reach an agreement. 

 The concerns that were voiced about the offender - The youth probation officers, the parents, 
and the supporters raised a variety of concerns regarding the offender in general, not only with 
the respect to the offense. The main concerns were the offender’s sliding into bad company, 
family problems, the offender’s emotional problems, and school problems. The youth 
probation officers expressed more concerns than did the parents. 

 The benefit of the conference between the offender and the victim - 80% of the offenders 
interviewed replied that the conference was beneficial for them (32% - “very beneficial”; 48% 
- “beneficial”). The offenders cited the impact of apologizing and of understanding the harm 
they had caused the victim on their decision not to repeat their actions. Most of the victims 
also felt that the meeting was constructive for the offender. They reported that it was important 
to them to explain to the offender the significance of his actions. After the conference, 91% of 
the victims responded that they did not fear the offender’s harming them again, and 68% 
responded that their opinion of the offender improved after the conference. 

 Family and supporters private time - 94% of the parents and 74% of the offenders responded 
that the private time was important. 

 Participants’ experiences of the conference - 88% of the offenders, 97% of the parents, and 
all of the victims reported that they felt they had been heard in the conferences. In addition, 
most of the participants (82% of the offenders, 81% of the parents, and 80% of the victims) 
felt that they had an influence on the decisions that were made. 

 
The Agreements Reached 
Drafting the agreement - Nearly all of the cases (97%) ended with an agreement: in 80% of the 
cases, within one session, and in 17% of the cases, within two sessions. 
 
The Components of the Agreements.  The plans agreed upon included both compensation for the 
damage to the victim and treatment and rehabilitation for the offender. The compensations 
included volunteer work (57% of the offenders); compensating the victim with money, a gift, or 
work for him or her (51%); an additional apology, beyond that offered at the conference (37%); 
and additional meetings between the offender and the victim (21%).  Rehabilitation or treatment 
included sessions with the youth probation officer (46%); school assistance (30%); activities such 
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as sports (28%); regularly scheduled activities with a parent or other family member (26%); and 
professional counseling (22%). 
 
Carrying Out the Agreements. Based on the youth probation officers’ reports, 51% of the 
agreements were carried out in full; 33% were carried out partially but sufficiently; and 16% 
were not carried out. Only 4% of the “formal Kedem” offenders failed to carry out the agreement, 
as opposed to 21% of the “informal Kedem” offenders. 
 
Components most often carried out, if they were included in the agreement, were apology to the 
victim (96%), finding regular employment (89%), sessions with youth probation officers (87%), 
stronger parental supervision (87%), volunteering (85%), and compensation for the damage 
caused, either monetary or in the form of working for the victim (85%).  
 
Components less often carried out were counseling for the parents or family (53%) and additional 
meetings between the offender and the victim (64%). 
 
Outcomes of the Kedem Process 
The Offenders, Post-Kedem 

 Recidivism in the year following Kedem - Information on repeat offences during the year 
following KEDEM was available from youth probation officers for only 40 among the 76 
youths in the study. During that period 83% of the offenders did not commit any offenses; 
15% committed offenses; and in 2% of the cases, it was unclear. For comparison purposes, 
among all youth offenders registered with the Youth Probation Service, within a two-year 
period 30% had repeat offences, and among offenders who granted a no-charge procedure, 
22%. Taking into account the limitations of comparing the two groups, it can be concluded 
that the recidivism rate among Kedem “graduates” is the same or less than that of non-
Kedem participants. 

 The offenders' adjustment – The information from the youth probation officers showed 
marked improvement in the functioning of offenders at the time of follow up: 

1. The percentage of offenders with school attendance problems dropped from 41% before   
Kedem to 10% post-Kedem.  

2. The percentage of offenders who associated with delinquents dropped from 38% to 3%. 
3. The percentage of offenders with behavioral problems at home dropped from 30% to 8%. 

 
Impact on Offenders 

 The impacts most commonly cited by both offenders and parents were gaining understanding 
of the feelings of the victim and avoiding recidivism. 

 All of the parents and 70% of the offenders felt that Kedem had positively affected the parent-
child relationship. Parents reported improved understanding and closeness between them, the 
youngster seeing that the family supports him, and increased ability of the parents to trust their 
child.  
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 In addition, half of the Kedem graduates reported that the process had improved their 
relationships with their extended family, and half mentioned its positive affect on their social 
life and school functioning. 

 
Impact on Victims 
68% of the victims reported that their opinion of the offender improved following the Kedem 
process, and 81% did not fear the young person’s harming them again. 57% responded that the 
process personally affected them: Some were gratified by gaining understanding of the cause of 
the offense; some gained satisfaction from the opportunity to help the offender to avoid 
recidivism; and some felt that their belief in society was strengthened. 
 
Participants' Opinions of the Kedem Program 
The Participants 

 Among the offenders and their parents, 94% and 97% respectively were satisfied that they had 
participated in Kedem, and 97% would recommend the program to others in a similar 
situation. Rating was highest among the parents: 84% were very satisfied, versus 71% of the 
offenders; 86% of the parents would definitely recommend the program, versus 76% of the 
offenders. 

 When asked which aspects of the process were particularly helpful, the offenders cited their 
families involvement in helping them despite their actions, and the apology and compensation 
for the damage caused to the victim. Parents cited particularly the caring attitude of the 
coordinator and the youth probation officers; their child's taking responsibility for their 
actions; and the organized and professional way in which the process was carried out. 

 88% of the victims were satisfied with Kedem, and 97% responded that they would 
recommend the program to other victims. 

 A number of participants proposed ways to improve Kedem. The most common suggestion 
was to shorten the conference time. Some offenders and parents said that their coordinator or 
youth probation officers might have shown more respect and a less accusatory attitude toward 
the offender. Among the victims, the most common suggestion was to inform them whether 
the offender had carried out the agreement reached. 

 
The Youth Probation Officers 

 The youth probation officers expressed high regard for Kedem. They see it as the right 
direction for the service to pursue, and as significantly impacting most of the offenders. 

 The youth probation officers believe that the Kedem process’s success largely depends on the 
offenders’ and families’ resources. Inability to take responsibility for one’s actions, or to 
recruit a support network, could mean the failure of the process. 

 Kedem is perceived by youth probation officers as drawn-out and complicated, and even 
superfluous in some cases. In certain cases, youth probation officers choose to conduct a 
simpler version of Kedem, without the involvement of the program staff. They refer to this as 
“therapeutic Kedem”, i.e., a meeting with the offender and his parents about the offense and 



 

ix 

concerns, in which a plan is formulated. The preparation for the conference is done by a youth 
probation officer other than the one assigned to the case, there is no coordinator, and the 
process is less thorough and shorter. Police are not involved, and in most cases, neither is the 
victim. Youth probation officers use “therapeutic Kedem” mainly between the conviction and 
the sentencing, as part of their recommendations in court. 

 

Issues for Discussion 
Kedem’s Strong Points 
Kedem’s Impact on the Offenders 
The study’s findings indicate to the Kedem program’s positive impact on the offenders and their 
families. Following the process, the offenders were far less likely to associate with delinquent 
youngsters, and their school attendance and behavior at home improved. In addition, both 
offenders and parents testified to improved relations between them, and overall more closeness 
and understanding, as well as increased acceptance of the parents' authority on the part of the 
child. 
 
The Agreements 
In nearly all the cases, an agreement was reached. The agreements included compensation for the 
damage caused to the victim or the community, as well as support and professional help for the 
offender. The agreements varied, and included the involvement of family members and support 
network members. The agreements were perceived by the vast majority of the parents, offenders, 
and victims as fair. Half of the offenders carried out their agreement in full, and another third 
carried it out partially, but adequately. 
 
Participants’ Satisfaction with the Kedem Program 
The offenders, the parents, and the victims interviewed expressed a high satisfaction with the 
program. Most said that they felt that they were treated with understanding and respect, that they 
were listened to, and that they had an impact on the decisions reached. Overall, they were 
satisfied with their decision to participate in Kedem, and cited its positive influence on them. 
 
Kedem’s Role in the Justice System as One of the Alternatives to Legal Proceedings 
Kedem reflects the approach that aims to prevent youth offenders from being labeled as criminals 
and adopting a criminal and environment and self-image. As a structured and professionally run 
program that is trusted by the legal system, it has the potential to become a significant building 
block in the “retaining wall” of alternatives to criminal proceedings for youth offenders. 
 
Kedem as a Process of Restorative Justice 
The study shows that the conference between offenders and victims contributes to mending the 
rift between them. In most cases, the offenders, their parents, and the victims felt that meeting the 
victim helped the offender to understand the harm that he had caused the victim. The victims also 
felt that they were listened to and that they received at least partial compensation for the harm 
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done them. Most of the victims admitted that their opinion of the offender improved following 
the conference, and that they no longer fear him or her. 
 
Challenges and Issues for Kedem 
The Number of Offenders Participating in the Program 
The number of Kedem procedures during the pilot years was much lower than anticipated. Few 
cases were referred to Kedem, and some of the referrals were disqualified, or were suspended 
during the preparation. The main reasons for the small number of cases were: 
1. The short interval between the offence and filing of an indictment, during which the case may 

be referred to Kedem 
2. Reluctance on the part of police youth officers and youth probation officers to refer cases to a 

program perceived as unfamiliar and as adding to their workloads 
3. Resistance on the part of victims, offenders or parents to Kedem 
 
Kedem’s directors are quite aware of the above obstacles, and have exerted great efforts to 
overcome them, yet more efforts are still needed to transform Kedem into a familiar, available, 
and accessible process. 
 
“Informal Kedem” 
One way of dealing with the restrictive criteria that the police and prosecution imposed was to 
allow “informal Kedem” processes that do not replace the criminal proceedings. “Informal 
Kedem”s enabled Kedem’s “launch”, and it was beneficial to the participants. At the same time, 
the study’s findings show that offenders who participated in “informal Kedem” were less likely to 
fulfill the treatment agreement fully. Moreover, some of the developers of the program see the 
"informal Kedem" as undermining the status of Kedem as a legitimate alternative to criminal 
proceedings. Incidentally, “informal Kedem” has since been suspended with the increase in the 
number of police departments participating in the program. 
 
The Lengthy Preparation of the Conference 
According to the timetable, the preparation for a Kedem conference is supposed to be completed 
in one month. The findings show that average preparation time was 3.7 months. In nearly a 
quarter of the cases, it took five months or more. The lengthiness of the preparation period could 
cause legal snags due to the one year statute of limitations for minors. In addition, some of the 
youth probation officers claimed that the drawn-out preparation decreased the family members' 
mobilization to the process. 
 
“Therapeutic Kedem” 
Some of the youth probation officers admitted that they avoided referring cases to Kedem 
because of the lengthy preparation, and because they perceive Kedem as drawn-out and 
complicated. Instead, they sometimes chose to institute a process of “therapeutic Kedem” based 
on Kedem principles, yet without a coordinator, police, or the presence of the victim. This 
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development testifies to the influence of Kedem on the Youth Probation Services, and 
concomitantly, to the difficulty that lies in the full Kedem process, with a coordinator and the 
victim’s involvement. Ways to simplify and shorten the process should be considered, or 
alternatively, appropriating the full procedure to complex cases where it is deemed necessary. 
 
Preventing Recidivism 
The most significant test of Kedem’s success is in preventing recidivism. Among offenders who 
were under age 17 at the time of the conference, 15% had committed other offenses at the time of 
the data collection. Lacking a control group, it was not possible to state whether this rate is higher 
or lower than for a conventional legal proceeding. For the sake of comparison, among all youth 
offense cases, the rate of recidivism after two years is 30%, and among those who were granted a 
no-charge procedure, 22%. Taking into account comparison difficulties, it appears that the 
recidivism rate for Kedem “graduates” is no higher than that for non-participants; at the very 
least, it appears that Kedem is no less effective in preventing recidivism than are conventional 
proceedings. 
 
The Coordinators’ Work 
The participants and the Youth Probation officers gave high marks to the coordinators’ work. At 
the same time, several dilemmas arose regarding it: 

 The boundaries of the position - During the Kedem process, the division of labor between the 
coordinators and the Youth Probation officers was clear and defined. At the same time, 
because of the low number of referrals, the coordinators were permitted to peruse offender 
files in order to identify cases suitable for Kedem, counter to the professional ethics of the 
Youth Probation Services. 

 Some believe that Youth Probation officers can act as coordinators (for cases other than their 
own). Others believe that the coordinators must come from outside the system in order to 
maintain neutrality and to develop expertise in this specific process. 

 The costs of the coordinators' work per case were high due to the hours that they spent in 
preparation for the conference and travel time to meet with all of the parties. In order to 
broaden Kedem’s use, ways to reduce costs should be considered, such as limiting the 
preparation time, holding preparation meetings by telephone, and using volunteer 
coordinators. 
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